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Ily in the form- of inereased.,awards-
Both the- House and Senate proposals

Administration's $14-292 mil--
-compared= to ,$947 million in- fiscal"

:e increases- =above current law -eipendi-

Lower-income- familieS would benef it from
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it be applied toward reducing- tuition
e -credit, as cur=rently- stated in the
Finance :Comnittee- lower- income
:fit much from -=the Senate tax -credit
tr because lower-income students benefit
F. student assistance that would -reduce
Lity- _for the credit. On the other hand-,
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PREFACE

In 1978, the MeMbers of the 95th Congress. are faced with a
number of proposals that could alter significantly the federal
.role in postsecondary education. These proposals include modi-
fications in student assistance programs and adoption of tuition
tax Credits that would mot only- increase substantially the
amount of federal funding_ -for_ postsecondary education, but also
would broaden the focus Of 'federal efforts to provide increased
assistance 'to middle- income students rand families; in, order
to- reduce- the burden of -college costs. This paper iexaMines
current federal funding for "higher education and analyzes the
probable impact of the various proposals under discussion Within
the Congress.

This -report is provided, in response to requests ..froi the
Senate Budget Committee, the Senate Finance Committee, and the
Subcommittee on Postsceondary Education- of the House Committee
on Education `and - Labor." In a6cordance With._ the Congressional
iftidget =Offices= =mandate to provide objective anal impartial
analyses ofbudget issues', the report contains no- recommenda-
tions*.

5 ; The report was prepared by. David= Lortganecker,_ -with the
sistance of Steven Chadima,Richard- Wabnick, and- Larry Wilsbn,

under, the direction of-Robert D. Reischaner an David- -Mundel.
John- -Shiels -developed the tax credit simulation model used in

estimates -for this paper. Special thanks_ gM to Martha_
-- Anne- McIntosh_ fOr her clerical assistance -throughout -the prepara=

tiori of this --.Paper; -and to Jill Buty-;_ Janet _Fain, NOrma Leake,
and-Toni Wright. The author also-Wirihes to tharik_ the -many -re=
viewers, Tarticularly, -Alfred Fitt,=-Deborah.Taloevic,. and Cheryl
-Smith,_:.-Who provided- helpfUl guidance during- -the writing of this-
-paper: The manuscript was edited by Patficia H. Johnston.

Alice M. Rivlin
Director
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SUMMARY

I

i
- 1 , '1 IThisi.year may _become the-most important for -postsecondary

education- in -the _past decade. :Not only are large increases
in the level -of federal funding -being considered,_ but the diverse
proposals under- consideration ;reflect 'quite diffe4nt phil-
osophies_ of how_ Tand.Lto whom fe#eral----aseistance_ should be prO-
i-4ed. -Since the iialiel.960s, the emphasis- of the< federal govern-
ment in postsecondary eduCation has. been on the goal oi. enhancing
equility_ of ectuctitlionai opportunity:, and e!iudents- froti-- low- -end

i -,__-v

aia. At Tresent,_/hoWever, a tine?. focus ,appears -to- be evolVin&
tmoderete-iincome -- fend-nee __have received substantial i -creases/ in-

-that -would increase assistance -;to middle-income families- ("roughly.
$15,000-$25,_000- i ( annual-Inc00- in :order to reduce- the bniden
of college ctiete. In--addition to expansion of the -cuiterit -direct
-spending_programs . tax credits- for educational -expert es- haVe-'been-
proposed-. - . -

RENT_ POLICY -F R -POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

For fiscal7year 197_6, postsecondary educations! institutions
And -students7wi 1 -receive $9-.9 billiOn in federal <supp_ort ;through
direct even-411i _programs- and' foregone -tax reVen es.- Most '-"of
this, approxitiately 75 '.percent,_ will go- into pr grams designed-
primarily to enhance eqUality of -edneet_tonal, i)ppo_rtunity4-
enabling students -f-rom low- -and moderate-inc_o e feta-lies- -to-
-Attend: posteecond-ary edticational -institutions, an opportunity
that they would- -otherwise not have. , Another -15- percent b-e
directed to programs- that -primarily--redice- the -131 rden- of attend-
ing -Collets for -"students who generally would- be able- to attend-
without the assistance. About 10 percent. of 411 federal funds-will go -directly- to institutions -of higher -education.-

The ef=fect -of the -federal -programs- in/- achieving these-
-Objectives has 'been-mixed. While- a great amount of effort -has
been -expended -to -enhance -equality of -education 1 opportunity-, -the
disadvantaged- and 1:soor are- only- slightly _mo e likely to be- in
-college today- than- -they 'were ten -years ago- and -they are still
less -than half as likely to- attend college s are children from
=higher-income fatal-nee./ There is- no doubt, owever, that federal
-student assistance 'programs make it _possib for -many students--to
attend- college and- to select institutions that meettheir`- unique
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needs who Otherwise Would'have'been Unable to afford higher .
_education. Institutional aid -has helped sustain such institu-
tf:Ons as predominantly `black " colleges- during- financially -troubled
times,. and has Prn*ided ,StififfedtiVe- incentive for other institur;-
isna, to Provide spedial services for diSadvantaged students:

/ Different ,prograit benefit different, type.- of Students.,
Need-based, lederal:Progranta; such. as Basic Educational OppOrtun.-
itY :Grants (BEOG), Suppietnental Educational OppOrturl....'Y Grants
MOO; and -Student Incentive Grants- (SSIG), -assist -prir
mark* students from loWAr=income- fainiliee.- In fiscal Year 1978,
94 -Percent of BEOG _SEOG-' funds Will -be proyided to students
from families with incomes- under_$13,o00., Student loan_progriuth,-
on the-I:Other-hand, are more available to middle- income students.
Nearly/ onez:third of the lemins provided- throngh -Gizaradteed Student
roans ion) an NatiOnal- -Direct Student loans (NDSL) in fiscal.
year 1978 _Will be borrowed- by students' froni faMilieS With incomes 's
between ;$1-5,000- and. $25,.000. , Benefits= from-- tax expend*turet also
are Spread = throughout the population,: although relatively few, of
.'these benefits help- lower4ncome Veterans-' benefits
and /social seOrity student benefits,. though -tot hased on need,
assist pritarily. atudenti- from lowerA.indoMe- faMilies because 'of
the edondmicqcharacteristics o the' eligible populations.

THE =SHIFTING FOCUS OF THE FEDERAIrROLE--MAJck PROPOSALS-FOR
FUNDING POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

The Shift in eraphasit
the

students fr6m, middle-income
fatilies has= resultedtfroit the perception that these studentS are.
heing,,equeezed out ,Of higher edlication opportunities .because of
increaSing college costa and the_-lack- of middle- income iStndent
assistance. This perception of increasing --burdens for stiddle
income students is not--SnOortedi by the data. Enrollment rates
among aiiddle-income Students declined somewhat in, the-midi-1970s,
heightening concert that these youth were 'being= fOrCed' out of
hgher.- education 'for financial reasons. More recently, ,however,
enrollment rates of these students have increased -. Furthermore,
although the -costs of college have risen faster :than the cost of
living, familY incomes have confirmed to rise even
dent COMB, actually have dedlined= slightly as a portion of_
family income. Appreciable increases in the level of 'federal!
,aasiStance .avitilable to students =from middle-income families have
also occurred. Nevertheless_, the concern for the plight of
middldinconfe fainilles is , .great and has leir CO a iiiiriber
Major- -proposals .

x1i
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. Two ,approachesitered, direct student assistance vOgrame -and tuition tax creditsare being -prOposed-,=as- mechaiiistia firdirecting increased federal support to middle;income families, inan effort 'to reduce the turden,, these families face= in -meeting_ __College costa.

Three- direct assistance proposals---the,.Administratlee-s,proposal, S. :2539, -and -II 112-74rAiotil& extend- eligibility? for
BEM- _awards- to -sttidents- '-from Middle-income families and alsoincrease: to e. _proportion of families eligible for :subsid=ized
(gnarinteed) stii&-ent' loans: The -_= wouldguarantee --that students_ . -from- faisilieit:-_--0iihincoMes ' below- 425,--060t
would: receive ,aLlejist _a $250- hasic:Grant The iionse_iand° Sedate-
prOpOsais r'yoUld' alter the -BE0G- grait:allocation t67provide Middle,-income students= ,itwarde4at'ilecreused-- as inconieS,
inCrease.- - loth- the =Administration--.and .House .proposals increase

=the -awards for -student* who ,are_- not depqadent---nn- --their parents
(who, -generally- have in-COmta). Al') : three- ,pioposala-
increase far Guat-anteed- Loants; _to litu-dentS trio*
families -with-- in-ceffie-S-15drow VI0,=00_9--akd _would provide-indentiVed --to hanks to increase partiCipation in the.::Guaranteed

1?, 4
two proposals would .provide- tax -credits_ for, tuitj.on- andfee expenses. The =tuition_` _tax 'tredit,,pf,oposal reported-- out ofthe' -Senate Finance ,CoiMittee -(tin -amendment toy =HA-. '3946) _would=begin, in 1,978_ by 'allowing- refundable $250' -maximum :credits- -forundergraduate _college -Students. )37,_ thei;-progranr would-,expand, tO; -praVide to- =a $ppi :,e0ditis to all studentstary; seiondati, p_ostsedondart edy.cation.. -(An analysis,;

credits- for -elementary: and seconitary ,education iS-not in ludic -inthis 4aper-_.:; =Currently -there. is_ a- liScrepency between-'`the- -bill--and- the, committee- -report respe'ct to ho ,other :Student
-assistance -shoUld-, -be- considereetin =determining- eligibility forthe -credit. The bill States- that 411 student -aEisistauce must
-be.- applied toward- tuition and only the remainder =of the 'tuition=costs-air! he =claimed-=as- 11= credit.- The -report states that -Other .

Asiistance-conl& be- applied to all educational -costS.
'61The tax credit bill of the -Howie -Ways- and Means- CoMmittee

would allow student assistance) -to be-applied- to all Iducation-al
-expenses, similar* -to -the- Senate -Finance report language. Unlikethe -Seilate hill,_ however, the Ways and Means- propoSal is for a_nonrefundable iposteeeondary tuition =tax credit,_,Ionly, with aConsiderably loWer maximu credit limit 0100- in -calendar year
1978, $150 in -19_79; and _$250- In- 1980).-

I
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CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION

Eatabliahing future federal ,policy in postsecondary Aduca-tios volvea four steps. First, federal goals Must be identf-,fied. Second, At moat be determined to what extent each goal has
,been; achieved and" to what extent each remains- a problem. Third,--choices must be made among competing goals, determining which-- ones will receive the highest priority for action. Fourth,selections must be made ar.ong the various techriiqued or mech-anisms for accoropliahing the goals that are to receive federal
AttentiCin.

FiDERAL cons IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

, The role of the federal government in - postsecondary e-
cation; --has- -never been- cleatly delineated- -by- either tie leg=r
islatiVe- or executive -branch of government: The. programi3 '-hitt-

,_ have .been enacted and their budgetaty importance, -however, dOindicate,=that' federal -policy'- has -been _focused- ptimarily =on--adhieving -thrtee goals: proMoting equality -of educational .opportunity, reducing the burden iof college cost's, and- assuring astrong "system-of higher education.

PromOting. Equality of =Educational Opportunity irztr"

Equality of educational oppottunity is a majot goal ofthe federal government, reflecting commitment- to assure allAmericans Access to higher education. By helpifigito remove(economic, and social barriers,_ the "government hopea to encouragestudents, who otherwise ,might not dontititie theis schooling,to- Attend college: Many programs==--includihr:the Rabid Educe.tional Opportunity Grants:Program (BEOGS), -the Supplemental
=Educational Oppottunity Giants _program JSEOds), the- National
Direct Student Loan Program -(NDSLA), 'and the College Work -Study
PrOgram (C4iS)--focus on pioviding finandial assistance to fam-ilies and individuals who- are needy. In --addition- to proViding
access "to higher education, these pro-grams_ also have been 'de-
signed to provide individuals of differing -financial status-with--the ability to select _educational institutions that raatch, their
intellectual capabilities and their unique eclucational inter-,ests. In this way,, these, programs help to- maintain the arena of
diverse instittitionA that characterize American higher- edueAtibif:

35 11, o Is - 3 ....1
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,

-Reducing the-Burden of College Costs

;

Whereas the first goal is to remoVe barriers /for
Itiduals =who wouiT--notib",7se d''''atiretbStreift,-Trorsceronitary------=-'---=.
institutions; this second goal is-to reduce the financial strain
on fathilies with students who- most likely =would continue their
etruCsation -even withone government assistance. This federal role
has,_moit often fotind: expression in ;the -tax code or through
student loan programs._ For example, all families -Can claim a
S750- -deduction anc a $35 credit from their federal income
tax for college students' whoin they support, regardless of the
student's earnings. ;7

Recently, a number of proposals -haYe -been- introduced- that
focus spetificalby reduding the financial -biirdefi for middle-
income families. .143- These -proposa-l.s::-include expanding the
eligibility for -fede'raliy- Subsidiied:_and- insked- loans,
a :;tax credit for -tuition and- -fee. costs ,,:and altering_ eligiblify
for existing,:dirett -student assistance =programs -(BE0Gs,- -SEOGs,
-and_-CWS)- tn_provide- greater assistance to -thiddie=income families.

. -
-Assuring,- a,Serong_tyste-m,--of Higher Fciudation

-Federal programs- _also assist in_maintaining- a, strong and-
multifaceted- system- -of higher -education. By --designiigl 1 Programs

allow individuals latitude in choosing the -type of ethication
they wish- 1.0 ,pursue -, theT federal -government -helps- s_ dstaln,
diVersity, in AMerican higher educations

A

1 In addition lo indiredt aid to educational institutions
thrciiigh student aid programs; the federal -government also assists

1/ "Middle-liricomen dif-ficult to quantify precisely. For one
thingi-*there are considerably.. divergnt viewpoints on what
portioh of the population' represents "the middle." Further-
more, income levels vary ,redtly throughout the United
States, and= incomes of equal-,,size may have considerably
different purchasing power in different regions of the
country. For the-purposes of this paper, middle-income is
assumed to include families with incomes between $15;000 and
$25,000 in -1979. This range includes approxiMately the
middle one-third of families- in the U.S.-; thus, about one-
third would fall below this middle-income range and one-third
would -be, above this range.

2
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institution directly. Through programs at:ch.:as Title III of the
-Nigher Education Act of 1965 (Strengthening Developing Institu-
tions), the federal -government provides -finanCial assistance -to-

leges-a-nutri-verattte-s-Tha t p toñique1, c gat r ib u t on s-
-to higher eduption_ and .that need financial assistance to ensure
their continued financial stability. The:federal _government -also
provides -financial assistance to institutiors- to -encourage -them
to respond_ to""federal priorities; to .help defray the -cost of-
-complying with new federal. req,ifilements; and to help them respond'
to unanticipated crises.- For -example, thefederal government-provides. assistance to institutiona fstr the so-,called TRIO
Programs- (including Upward- Bound,,__-_Ta-lent-Seardh,' Special Services
-.for D'isadvantage'd Students, and"Educational Opportunity "Centers)in-order to encourage institutions. to _attratt.,-and- serve- the
special acadeMic and social needat-;of_ students- frOm disadvantaged
-backgrounds. -'Currently Titls VU_ _-of-the- =Higher =EducatiOn_ Act
-(-doriatruction, -reconstruction, and -renovaticiii' of academic_
facilities) isA)eing-7-_uaedtO assist institutions -respond- to three
national: concerns:- the heed_ for energy. efficiency, the -need

--for- -greater occupational Safety :Ort-d-aniputes,_ and the need to makehigher educatiqn facilities more accessiblendircapp.aill.;
indiV1ana1s. 21

RESULTS OF CURRENT EFFORTS IN MEETING FEDERAL GOALS -

.

'Promoting Equality of 'Educational Opportunity
4 H, For the __past decade, the overriding objective of the federal
-government with respect to postsecondary education -has been to
anh,;rice- equality..-of educational opportunity._ In the fiscal year
1978 budget, almo§t three-quarters of the $9.9.billion in federal
expenditures for postsecondary education (excluding._ researchsupport.) Is directed- to accomplishing this goal. It is notclear, 'however, what specific measure woad indicate that this
goal_ had: -been achieved,, although it is clear that poor and
disadvantaged youth have not been able to reach -their potential
in the past because of financial barriers.

2/ -Fiscal year lt.:18 Is the first year In which funding ($4
million) has been appropriated- for conattnc_tion, recon-struction, and renovation.

3

1G.



g-4;et-Skial research indicates that financial -assistance
ought to affect enrollment rates, 31 but federal efforts- have not .

been -particularly successful in increasing the participation- in
.-2--!

:postsecondary education of young_ adults_ from lower-Income tam.=

.--_
Ines:. A recent ,Census study shows that =the enrollment -tate of...7:-

.,,,-.- dependent Students- from lower-income families :(Witk-indoines under \
$8,-525)- increased- from -2N I 'percent to 22.4 percent between 103- .. :

and -1-976. -4/ This increase- followed sly years during whicli-
enr011ment rates for students from- lower-income- families ifluctu-
ated slightly- but 'changed very little- overall. -*_During this lame
period of -time, -enrollment rates- for students fro* -all other .
income -groups were declining -slightly.:, Despite this -increase ln
enrollment rates relative to the enrollment rakes. for -other. ......,. :

youth,. young a-dults.-froin _..lower=inco,the- fankilleS _still are less
than one-half as likely to attend --6ollete,jas-iiiiiiients-f-TO*= higher-
income _familleek. Other- iprograms-,. that -O;mliine:_Teconbilo, SuppOrt
-ifitli- acidemi&..keparation- -(t1%-friifiird:tdand_-_-prograni, for example)
=appear to have 'been relatiirebr,-;sUcceSSf6.1 in .inedUraging disad-
vantaged_ -youth- rto, ittena--c011ege--_-aiA, In heighteriing--their. -__ , _ - -

. 4 educational aspirations.-5i These ---,prOgramS,_- ,hoiieVer,;-1;haVe-,_-- -_ _-

received' limited' funding aid' thus reach: :oniY .a, small- innaber of ,-

-students. _The _-Upward. -Bound- -Program,z -fOr- :eiSinple;_ reaches- 'feWer
-) than 5 percent of the persOns..,In_ the tirget :population that:the- 1-

, program was -_sieEligned' to serve.

3/ . Stephen J. =Carroll, -Bryant M. 1:1431-1,-.,Bititiel A. =Relies, afin-

Bali& J. Weinschrott,_ The Enrollment Effects of Federal_
-ttudent..Aid- Policies (Santa Monica, -Rand,Corp6rAfion,
June -1977)4- t -

41- U.S. Bureau of -the Census,_ Population- -Chata-cieristicS:,
School Enrollment--Social and =Eton-attic- Characteristics of
Students =_(OCtober 1976); CurrentIonulition_Reports,-. -Series-1 --,-

-P.40,- -No.- 319 (1978).

5/ U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of
Education, Office- of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation,
Evaluation of the Upward Bound Program:' A First= Follow-Up - -= --

(19711:

6/ U.S. Department of Healtn, --Education, and Welfare _Of floe- of
Education, Office of ;Planning,. Budgeting and Evaluaclon,,
Annual Evaluation .Report_on Programs Administered, by the U.S.
Office-of Education, .Fiscal Year 1976;
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In sum, there appears to havi4e7been, some progress in pro-viding equality of educational opportunity. Existing =federal
programs have made it financiallypossible for many .disadvantaged
students to- continue their ,education. But ,TI.a.ck of more stib.7.

etantial success in attracting the 'poor and disadvantaged intohigher education indicates that more effort will."--oe _required to-
achieye theptgoal of equality of educational opportunity.`

Reducing- -the Financial Burden For Middle-Income Families

Currently., much concern -is- being expressed about the
financial burden that increasing= college costs are creating: forparents -of Col-lege students, particularly for mfddle!-ineamefamilies. Two questions, hoWevet, must be addreased in eicaminingthis goal. First,' what is the evidence that' the btirden exista?
Sedond, to what extent have current programs helped to alleviate
the problem?

, Financial burden_la-e relative concept: what is considered
a reasonable financial obligation at one time may come to beconsideted an unreasonable financial -burden at another- time.It is diffianit, therefare,, to 'estimate what absolute measurereflects the 'aChievement of a- reduced or increased financial
burden.

One reas n for the heightened leVel of concern that collegecosts were creating an undtie hardship was a` -noted decline in
enrollment rates -for middle- income-- students during the Tlaid7197Cs.
'Recent data, hi:Weyer, allow that this trend,has been reversed (seeTable 1). 7/ The earlier downward trend may have -been a result
of other" societal factors, including the end of the military
draft and' the effects of the retession, rathet than the resultof a decline in ability- to afford paataecondary education.

Another 'reason -- -for heightened concern has, been the growthOf college costs. In fact, the relative 1041 of college costshas- remained essentially constant rather than- In'creasing, during
recent years." Though =the costa, ot-college attendance haYe
risen faster than the coat of living (as.-measured -=by the Consumer
Price Index [CPI)), this increase in,,eimits haa been offset by an
even larger increase in l'araily inctimes,. As a result, student

7/ -Census Bureau, op. 'cit.



*- --PERCENT- :OF -18

FAMILY- .-INCOME;

Fatnilq Income- 1.907

525 =zo.-o_

37:9

050---25,375- -51.1
==.

-A11 Incote--Oroups-

SOURCE: CEO calculations

:4/I A dependent family me

=

b/ Family= income in -197,6



-OF 18- TO: 24-,YEAR-!01,0 DEPENDENT' FAMILY WEIBERB
INCOME, ,b4 OCTOBER '1967 TO OCTOBER- 1976_

-1967' 1968,- ''1969- 1970_: 1071 - _1972-

20.0 _2245 22.8 22.6 20.

3741 38.5 . 38.-8- 16.6- '35:4

31.-1_ 30.7' 50.6 44-4

-68.3 -63.-0: 65.2 _=61.13: 56.9 56.

1941, 4143- 31.1 38.9 .43- 36.

I

lations based on data, Supplied' 'oy the Census Bureau.

mily member is a relative of- the primary family- -head

in -19,6 -dollars, -ciVilian nOninatitutional =population.



Y ME lBERS ENROLLED- COLLEGE, ,By

14. _

1972 1973 1:974, 1975 1976

20.1, SM3 -234-5

34-.21 31.2 31.7'

444-2 -42.7

56:6 -57:3- 59.6. 58.2

37.81 36.6 36.2 38.7 38.8

taus- Bureau-.

farail.3-P 'head- other than the wife.

=population.-



,
-costs_ for both -the [public and -private sectors_ of -higher education- /
have decline& slightly as-_ a -pro-portion of faMily income ('see
Table 2)4- 8 11

_; COnctirrently, federal student assistance for middletincome-
students hikCcontinuect-to- increase. .Since its- ineeptibmiin 1965,
the 'Gtiarauteed- _Student -Lci_ati c:Prograni (GM) Which haa been/ the
-primary federal program,:d-esigned_ to- assist students from .middl=-
income -families,- has _continued, to grow and - assist :-/in'CreaSing
:numbers,- -0,studentsiii.- 4976, this program was _amended to eXtend-

tb students froarmiddle-income families-with-adjusted-
family.. incomes up- -to $25,000. The dollar amount -of loans
'dispersed haa.inb'teasel' I9 percent --between 1976- and 1978, and
=most. of _the- 'increase- in volume haszgone to -newly eligible Stu-
Aienta from these. -middle4inc one families.

Ina-um, there is _-no evidence to -Lindidate.that the financial
burden sending children -to college -has =been .iricreaSin-g._

!!This Should-- not be taken .to_ mean, lhoWever,- that the burden: of ":t
sending a"-chi-ld- -to .dollege Is not significant. t_he!-Situa=-_
tiOri appears no worse -than- it was- .decade _neither'lla it '
apPreciably better. Ifietefore,_ Ito: the extent -to whict`- .college
Coats-if-eke- -a:btirden. in-the 19606 ;present a -financial
-Strain. And there are ,certainly
especially -families with-,- jtuderits in 'eXpiensiVe- School-a, -fan-lilies=
with more =than one child in School 'bInd famillea iri WhiCh, tht -head:
-Cif. the household is the student -:--that. find: it difficult -pay
the -costs of postsecotidarltedifea:frciff.---

Assuring A Strong_ System-- of . Higher Education

In fiscal year 1978,, -approximately 144 percent df iederal
eXPericlitures for postsecondary edueition (excluding - research`=
funding) will be directed' to assuring a strong and= diVOse system
of higher education. It id- difficult, hoWeverE to- judge the
extent to which this goal :has been :achieved: or- to aseettain ;the
success of existing programs.

L

-Oengressional Budget -Office,
Students: -!Tax Allbtiandis -and-
_ground- Paper -(1978).
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_Federal Aid-to Posts'edendarV-
Alternative ,Subsidies,



TABLE 2. FAMILY INCOME AND STUDENT CHARGES, CALENDAR YEARS A967-1976

.

Median -Family Income
With

All .18-24 -yr. With 18=24 yr.
_ Year -Families --Dependents De;:s. in- College-

(-1)- (2)

1967 $ 6,811
= 1968 --- 7,189

1969 7,770
.1970 8,268
1971 8,681

= 1972 9,276

1973 10,273.

1974 / 11,025
:11975 11,505
1976. :12,199

Fe,tcent

,ange
1967-1976 +79.1 +78.8

$ 7,923
8,469

9,123
9,624

10,095'-

10,900
11,897

12,561
13,199
14,164

9/f16

0; 452
4,295
,i12,063

/ 12,727
13,392
14,679
16,005
16,784
18,384 ,

+87.3

Total Studen&Charges

Student Charges asa Per-
cent of Income of Families
with 18-24 yr. Dependents

CPIPublic
(4)=

-P_;ivate Public
(4)S(2)

-Private- c

(5)S(2)

-$1,061

1,117-

1,204

1,357

1,517'

4,617-
14748-

1,854

+74.2

wt,

$2,20%
2,321- ``.4.,

2,531,

2,739 t

2,917.

3,038

3,164
3,3863,3
3,667
3,896

+76.7

12.9
12.6
12.2
12.5
12.S\
12.4

12.3

'42.1
12.3

12',0

\---.

26.8

26.0
25.4
26.3

27.1
26.8

25.5
25.2

25.7
25.9

-3.4

100.0

104.2
109.8
116.3

121:3
125.3
133.1

147.7
161.2
170.5

4.-

70.5

SOURCE: U.S. 'Bureau of the :f.Ceneui, Current Population Reports and National .Center for Education Statistics
data; U.S. D,epertMeiit.VeCommerce, Survey of-Current Business.

IN/ ;Family income's are those' reported in the Bureau of the Dimsus,. October Current Population Survey,- in which
.detailed questions about education are asked. The traditional and more comprehensive reporting of incomes is
-done in March of each year.. The Bureau of the Census reports that, for the. above period, October medinn-
Jainiiy_ incomes ranged from 82 to:86 percent of the median family inconies reported in March.

A census family is two or more yersons related,-, by blood, marriage, or adoption, and residing together.
-All such -persons are, considerrecrmembers of:ifie same family. Columne (2) and (3) are lecOmes of primary
families. A primarY.-family includes a 1ieedi4of the household (family designated) as one of its members.
Excluded from the sample- of primary families here are those in which the 18-24-year-old dependent is either
the designated head, the Wife', or married. Only those in which the 18-24-year-old e.ependent, is attending-
college full time are includeain Column(3).



Ast with -_6th-ek federal -educetionel goals, there, is -no
--absolute' meaeure- :of success. What, for example ; would ,be the
ideal mix of public ant.privete, instltuttons to eneure a divekse-
-syStesi? =Or , what Share resources should the federal
-goVetnient ,proiride in helping to, -address this need?

_ -These
iiiestions are not_ easily _ ant/Feted.- The financial_ stability of
postsecondary institutions it -_one indicator -of_ how--stkonk the
system is,, but there- are Conflicting -repOrts_ on the -finaficialc::
health of postsecondaiy edudation. Some studies Indicate_-that
colleges- and universities are in. sekious-'-tOuble and face -a_ bleak
future. Othere --contend that higher -education is recovering
from the financial problems of ,the -mid.74970s. 9/

In- some -instances federal assistance, which was -a- boon-for
-trIghek education at one -time, has become -a_ liability In later
-yore. For example, , In the I-060e,- -t-onsiderable fefieral =-as-

sistance -Wee- -provided,- ?oth= in; -thefOrm- -*of _grants sand low-
interest -loans j for. the Constructions Ofeducationel facilities to

=meet the --deMand: -of a- rapidly increasing colSege- population:, As,
enrollments ---have- leveled off -arid dedlined- -On some -campuses, the
-debt_ _service- to- the federal _government for facilities. that no
longek:-Ake keing_ used to full_capadity,,has becote-
-burden_ for some instittitione; °

9/ In September 1976, a 'research .article in Change Magazine
repotted that approximately 50 percent Of all institutions Of-J
-higher -educati-oh= -were- in setioue-finedOial condition- (-either
relatively unhealthy or unhealthy)_,.-With=.0tiVate institutions
being in considerably worse financial ;shape- tha their -pUblic"
counterparts. `:(Andrew 1.1p_tronJohn Atigenblidk-, and Joseph-
-Heyison, -"The Financial -Change -of, _Higher -Education," Change
Magazine*. -Vol-. -8,_ #8, -Septertb-er =19780= -The- Change-article-,
-however, has been- refuted`, by- the findings- of -other research-
ers. Bowen and -Minter have indicated, that 'the- phrase -that
best charabterizes the -current =condition Is stability- without
?stagnation-."- They found-, little, -evideuce of -ketrenchmekt in
the form_ of :program-._ -cuts, :elterationa- in student-faculty
ratios, or similar indexes._ (Howard BoWest and John Minter,
Annual Reports -_ on _Financial_ and Education Trends. IM The
PtiVate_Seotot-_nf-Ameridan- Higher _--Education,_ -Vol.- 2; =Washing-

- ton, .p.c.: Association of -American Colleges, :MO.)
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Itoti the period-- fellOwing World War II to -the-mi&-19606,
higher eaticatiOn --Vat expanding rapidly_ ,, .and..enhaficing_ -the -growth

\ of strong- system was -a- "high -national ,ptiority. In this-
iristitiftiOnal: aid: evolved- as thellOminant - source- of,. -federal .atd._
Construction_ loans and =grants -assisted- cantputee- in- -developing
`facilities with sufficient _capacity to accommodate,7increasing-
enrollments. The- -DepattMent of -Housing: and Alrban1DevelOpment
;provided' lOw=intereat reins for the :conttrUction, of residence-

- -house the Influx-of .students:_

\ By- the -late--19_60.8,,_ hoii-everi_ the federal role _in, -p6st-
:Seto/Wary- :eanCetion =began to -take on a _melt- einphaSiiiy-one-' that
focused on-- .improving: equality of -educational opportunity. It had
-bettime--increesingly.eppatent that many disadvantaged- and minority
Americans were -unable to enjoy the benefits, -of_...-pottsecondati

, - education. To- accomplish_--this nevi- goal,- Insti,titicingf-aid',_ _

_: __ = - _ _. , , _ ,
, 'was -sUpplented- -137, student -astistarice.- -National -Ditedt_ =Student

Soans,_ _College_ Work =Study,:- -anct sEducational}- Opportunity EGtants-
-(Whtift; -later- :became 'SUpplementat -_Ed_Ucational -Opportunity Gtants): 7

=were; -established_ to; assist istudents-, with =finencill need. The-
retponsibflitY for administering "thete) prograts_,_ howeVei,
-retained= With the IndiVidual -caMp_Uses-. :,-The Guaranteedl_StUdent
16-an_ -proitrint- eVolved somewhat- diffatently_ Itt /fetus- has been

,. _ . .

tiOte-:on-p_roViding ataistance-t6--Middleinco students, and it is
-adthinisteted'bq =pV.yete- lending- 'institutions. T , ..

i -:-,-. ,

, .... _.

Over Caine,, Student assistance programs !Lave_ betoMe "-more '.--

= directed toWitd-=helpini only the most needy ttudentt. The
'bin newest 7ptogkains, 'enacted ---in- 1972,= are the !Basic Educational
Opportunity' Grants Program 03F,000 and the :State Student In -''

-centive iGtsfits; Program-. ,( SSIGs). The lasid. ;Grants .program is-
-sdninistered directly by the Office of EduCation, with much More.
strict.- regulation and oversight of the detertination of student
iieed, than, other older programs. SSIGs, thoUgh administered;-by
the -*ratteet -and thus , not as strictly regulated, as the;Bisie -,Grantti _

program,: proVide an incentive for states, to ificreAIN their \
ecimiaitiett to the =goal of enhancing eeinality -Of opportunity.,')
_,--. ,

,
, . i

II
.

With In-creased concern being direCted :to fte-,goal of
tedUcing the burden Of college costs for middle--!Inco,firailies,
twO. quitellivergent approachet are being Considered fgAirOviding

10



that, 41though- 'discussed- for More than two decades, has only,
*recently -Veen- receiving increaSed- sUpport.- Tax credit proponents
believe their- method of ,providing assistance is the' _Moat! ef=.fiCient, effective, and easily itapietherited- -alt6rnatiVe.- t Thesecond approack,--,exPanding ,directly approPriate4 educationprograms to provide edubational.henefits for middle- income= families, is "supported' 1:4 the Administration as well as some
members -of the Congress. _Proponents- of this approach -b4lieve

-these _programs represent -the most equitable means of -proividing-
_greater student assistance-._

11
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is in -school and for up- to_it year after termination of
;schooling. Interest of-,7 percent is charged to-the
'borroWer thereafter. Loans -1,oarle''ta students; from fair_,
ilies, .with incomes greater than $25,000 bear 7 percent' interest 'to. ,the 'student 'froin the tiise they are Issued.
The, federal :government insures, each loan. -As an in-
centive to, encourage_ lender articipation,, the government
alio -paYs a apeOtia -a-liowande of, up- to 5Apercent to
lenders on all loanst outstanding.

.11

National Direct Student- Loans INDSLS)_,. established in
1958' rider- the Nittfcirial .Defense .Education Act,_ -provide
loW4interest federal loans -stude is at patticipating
institutions.- Eligibility ia based on: financial need.
The :patticipat!irig -Institution detertineS the size of the
loan,-- -but the total- debt car-not exceed -$5,1500- for an

-Undergraduate- -or -$10;600= for- a igradhate- student. -The_

loan is interest .ftee to -the student While In school., _but
4, Accrues interest at ,3- percent per _annum upon__ completion

of -Schooling. -
-

The..kajor_ institutional 'asaistance programs administered' by-,

the--OffICe _Of -Eh-neat-ion_ includA

o Special peograine far_ the sdisadvantaged--1-inclUding Talent
Search;:. HPWard.:Bohnd; §pedtal :ervices for. Disadvantaged
Stddent'0,- and Educational -Opportunity .Centers- -were
created in 1972 -to_ provide, incentives for institutions to
establ -I .n progiams- that =meet the educational -needs- -of
:disadvantaged students and that encourage. disadvantaged
students to:- attend college.

o Strengthening developing instithtians, Title -III of the
Higher -EdUidation- Act, :Waaienieted in -1972 to provide
assistance tostrenkthen, the academic qua.ity and Manage,-

:ment of developing institutions,- partitularly those
serving primarily disadvantaged and minority students.

a Construction, reconstrtction, and renovation of academic
facilities prograt was originally Included as part of the
Higher"-Education *Facilities.-Act of 1963, and Title
VII cif the Higher EdhCation Act of 1965. this program
provides grants and lcians to help defray the costs of re-
trofitting faCilities to accommodate :handicapped= students
and to improve -building safety -and -energy efficiency.

14
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1_Postsecondary Edutatiori Programs-Funded and Administered by
Agencies -Other- Than The Office of Education:

.. ./ _ .

1. -Both veteran's benefits and social Security entitlements
_..indlude_edneational as-sistance that -aontribUtes...significant
,amounts -,of _.money to postsecondary ,Students and institutions.
While these entitlements- are Mot subject-to annual apprepria-
tions, both- Veterans' -educational benefits- and social sedurity
educational benefits currently are the -suject:.-of debate in_ the
Congress.-- ..;.-

, t:i; -o-,:'-i-:.

o Veterans ' SiadJustMent =Benefits. The Veterans' -Feadjust=
merit ,Becilefits program, Tathiehljaiirte\ntli,prcivi virtuallyall veteran' educational beneffts, Was ena d in1906. 1/' It -provides up to 45 months of benefits to
veterans who= Served -prier to '19774 The- inonthly stipend is
bailed Oti tike -site of the----student veteran's family and
whether the veteran Is a full- or part-time student. The
aWatil= is not -adjusted for need or for varying institu-tional emits: The benefit 'le. available to all veterans,
but the =edudation must be cOmpleted0o more than ten yeark.,j-

-- after discharge. frei active service:

o Social Security Benefits for- StudentEnacted in, 1965,
these benefits provide continued social security .benefits
.to full,-time college students ,under 22 years of-4ge. Thesue of the benefit depeiyiS,iiplen the category of eligi-bility of the StudererfaMiIY //

4aftig4,

.-

A new veterans" program has been created for ind'ririduals
entering ,the service after December \-1976. Those wishingto participate in this program must .contribute toward
emir 'future education while, in the service. Their contribu-
tion- is double matched lq federal funds.

2/ Social Security Benefits for Students, a May 1077 CEO Back-
.

ground Paper, discusses social security student 'benefits and
analyzes various option for the program.

1'5
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Tax It)endituies- for ',Postsecondakv -Education

Various tax expenditures- proVide benefits for postsecondary,
edUcatrion in- the -foria-of reduced -tax -liabilities. 31 These
include-- a $750 personal exemption and a. $35; tax credit for

dePendette, the exclusion of fellowships and -scholarships
,from =taxable-, -income,. 'the exclusion of -veterans' _b-enefits and
social security student -henefits from taxable' income, and the
deduction -of gifts and hequests to- eduational

Funding_ for Academic Science

Postsecondary edtication also 'benefits apprediably,ri though
indirectly, from federal funding -of research-11(d deixeloPMent . In

.total, universities- -receive more than $3 billion Mini:ally% in

.fUnds to conduct hasic an applied research.- ThiS ftinding is
cffinnelled through a number of federal agencies to= the receiving.
ititutions. Because of the different nature and purposes of
this furiding,, research and development is- not _diacuSeed :furthet
in this. paper.

FISCAL YEAR_ 1-978 'FUNDING -0E-_=MAJOR_=REDERAL PROGRAMS,FOR POST=

SECONDARY EDUCATION

Major federal -programs
in three areas,. Or

addition to direct spending _or
expenditures, or revenue loss
areas. The -three budget stibft:

.

for postsedblidarY education are
suhfunctions, of the budget: In
°grants -(fiee Table 3), there are -tax
es, associated with each of these
nctions are as follows:

o Subftindtion RigherRciucation,_ encompasses all 'pin-,
grams_ _included, in. the Higher -Education_ At and --the`

-Higher Edudation Ateitulthents Of. 1976.

3/' Tax expenditures are revenue ;losses- 'from _provisions of the
tax law- -that providespecial or selective tax relief. These
revenue losses= are- called tax expenditures hecause they -are
very much like payments by the -federal government, except
that they are made thkough aredUctionoftaxes rather than
by direct spending.
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!_.

!o SUbfunetion 601, Social Security, includes the payment
to lull4time student dependents of .eligible disabled,, : ,

retired, or deceased workers. . . .

.

-6 :SubfUnctfon 702, Veterans' Readjustment Benefits, includes
Payments made under 'the G.I. Bill:

"-For- Ilig:ill-year- 1978: the -projected qrect funding and
tax expenditures in these -three- subfuriction-s- amount -to .A9.9-
billion., Although this' is less than was spent for the same areas
in--each-of the preceding two years, the decline is fully attrib-

to a declining .pOpulation-of veterans using the G.I.
(see, Table 3)-.-

TABLE 3« SPENDING_ AND RECIPIENTS- IN POSTSECONDARY -STUDENT AS-
SISTA110E PHOGRAMS_:- FUNDS IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS,

--..-_JIECIPIENTS'-ig:TgOUSANDSilM_FISCAL YEARS -

----JUdget -Account 1976 '1977 1978

Higher Ed-adittio'n--Accotint- (502),TS/
Budget Authority "-

_._
Out..Lay-s -, -.
Recipients -1)f -_

...-
-'''

-- ..

20.33-
-2,213
5,671

3,224;
2,632
5,88,

, -

3, 785
3'004
-6,352

Social -Security Aatotint (..601)1
....,-:Budget AUthority_

, =OtitlaYii ,-

- Recipients _ - _ .

. .___ ._ .., ...,
-Veterans ' Redjusthent Benefits
Account -(702)-

.-

Budget J-Authority
-.Outlays'
Recipients

-...- _1,097
1,09T

:., = 660
':--"-'---

..

4,550
4,151

, 4089

'1,276
1,276

-69Q

3;626
2,930-
1,426

1,446
1,446

727

2,094
_2,596-
1,186

Includes BEOG, SEOG, CWS,, NDSL, GSL,_ and ssic.
-b1 Duplicated counts of recipients who receive more than one

type :federal student assistance.
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Higher Education (Sdbfunction 502)

Funding has increased steadily for the major prograizs
admiiiistei'dd 'by the Office. of Education. For ,student assistance
Programs, the -budget authority_ indreased 17 percent froM fiscal_

year 1977 to fisctl year 1978. This was 'more than pride the
increase of 8- percent in the total federal budget. Cd'inCiden

I

"with this increase in funding, the number of recipients of
assistance from these -programs increased by about 9 percent,
which means the average benefit fo-t each recipient increased
approximately' 8. pereent. 4/ This is greater than the estimated
increase of 6 percent in-student costs between academic years
1077,1978 and 1978-1979.. 51

The -growth: -in these _prograriuf results -trim a-- combination--Of
'legislative= -and adthinistratiVe- changes-. The -1976 amendments---to-
the- Higher EdOcatiOn_ Act 'authorized_ :an_ increase- in- the maximum
Hasid Grant award -from $1,400 to -5-1,,800- beginning With the
19_7849 sdhbol year, an& increased` -funding year 1978
ap_prOpriations the -BEOG- prognaw.provided -grants up- -to --a
maximum = of $1,600.

Several changea increased the budget for the Gdaranteed
Student Loan prOgranr.. _ The eligibility for subsidized-rIoans-was--
expanded -to include students from, -families with adjusted fastily
incomes Under- $2*5;000,..,up frori a previoua maximum of -$15,000. =A

number of incentives also were provided- to encourage lending.
institutions to increase their student loan portfolios..

4/ The number of recipients refers to the totk number of awards.
from- these programs.- The -- actual number of students receiving
federal' aid is considerably smaller than the reported, number
of total awards.- A- survey by= the American Council on Edu-

, cation indicates that more than 40 percent of the students
receiving federal student- 'assistance-: receive more- than:one
form of federal assistance.

5/ The increase in educationfl expenses reported by the College
Scholarship Service reflebt only the _increasing costs to the
student tuition,- books, fees, travel, and room and
board). The costs of providing higher educa are increas-
ing at a much higher rate than 6 percent. The Congressional
Budget Office projects that the costs of providing this
service will rise 9.1 percent in fiscal year 1978.



-Even a iiite substantial -increase. 1n. -the number . of loans,
however, results 1r relatively modest Increases in federal
costs. :Vore0mplej in- fiscal year -197-7 164:2- :hinted- in loans-
were biitstanding, _requiring.,a federal subsidy of $325 milli-dn. 617
But -only. $1 'billion of this total was dispensed _during fiscal
year 1977. -Even, if banks -expand their _aggregate--portfoItos'hy 25,
percent in-response to the various incentive introduced in 1977

.-thus- increasing the Money available for loans- In fiscal year 1978
to $1.25- billion, 'Sub-Eddy payments during 'this year -Would- in-
crease- by only 7.4- percent, from $_325- million to .$349 mil-lion. 7/

Social Security lenekita-:(Subfundtion_ 601)-

Social _security benefits for -students are another growing_
sector of posttetondary funding. -Expenditures will increase-
_about _11 percent -b'etween, fiscal -years 1977-_-and- 1978,- from $1.3
billion to $1.4 _Automatic benefit increases and in-
Creases in, the -number- -of beneficiaries: -Caused- this increase.
Veterans' Readiustment Benefits_ (Subfunction 702)

During the -p_I-st -decade-, veterans', -benefits- have provided
more =federal -aseirstanCe- ter -students :than- any-other single pro-
gram. At its peak in fiscal year 1976, the -a/eters-he- benefits
program was providing more aid- to students: than- were all the-
-Office of Education student assistance programs combined.

, Though- the individual -benefit package for veterans -cont-
inuee: to increase, the-number of -eligible recipienta is declining

6/ Fifty-six percent. of the guaranteed loans outstanding are
to students in School, with family incomes under. $25,000, and
thus require the full subsidy of 7 percent plus th'e special
allowance subsidy to the lending institutions. The remaining
loans . are in repayment status and require only special
allowance subsidies to lenders. The $325 million refers only
to the payment of subsidies on loans that -are not in derfault.

71 This increase is for a full year's subsidy on the additional
loans. Loans, however* are dispersed -throughout the -year,
thus some loans would-not require -payment of the full ;sub-
sidy, and the resulting fiscal year increase would-be less-
than the 'estimate -provided- in the text-

19

32



rapidly as Vietnam era veterans pass- beyond the _Oeriod- for _using,
their educational__ entitleMenta.- Newly enacted revisions to
veterans', benefits, which---assist -certain veterans. beyond= the-
ten-year-period for using benefits and_ which-may -acCclerate
benefits tOr others, may slow but not halt _this funding decline.
Between- fiscal years 1977 and 1978,_ expenditures- -for- the--yeter-
ans' _Program will fall apkoltimately 11 percent and- the number of
recipientii will-decrease by 17 percent.

Tax_zExpenditures-
_

Another seOient of postsecondary funding that is increasing-
is tax expenditures. The revenue .loat through postsecondary tax
allowancesi will increase from $2.1 bill ion in fiscal year 1977 to
$2.2 billion in fiscal year 1978,_ an_ increase of 5 percent -(see
Table 4).

THE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT-ASSISTANCE- ENEFITS

In combination, the _many-programs- that -channel -assistance
to -postseCotidary students will proifide $8.6 billion in benefits
in -fiscal year 1978- =(see Table 5). Thiii_ represents- -87 percent
of all federal expenditures fOr postaecOndary- education. The
largest- -portion- of the benefits- in fiscal year 1978 will .go to
lower-income =Students, addressing the goal ,enhancing -eqUality
Of educational =opportunity._ -But one-third= of the -benefits will

-stO to ,students= from-families- with incomes greater than $15,000,
an indication that student assistance programs already are
AireCting-ssome.attention toward =decreasing the- burden of -college
costs _for laiddle-income families.

,-Higher Education (Eubfunction.502)

Most federal higher education p "rograms focus on meeting
udent need," defined as the 'difference between the amount that

e student and his family are expected= to contribute to edu-
cational expenses sand the costs of the education.

8/ The percent decrease in the number of recipients is greater
than the percent decrease in -f expenditures for the veterans'

'program because .of the benefit level increases each year that
offset the decline in costs for the program.
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TABLE- 4. TAX =EXPENDITURES" FOR *POSTSECONDARY _EDUCATION .yisdp
YEARS' 1977 --AND:1978: DOL,tkRS

/977- 1918Tax Expenditure:

, -
-ExclUSion Of -Scholarships-1_

_,,,:Fellowships- 245'- 295
,_"

Parental tersonaI.Exemptions
' =for- Students v,750

.4.,

-Deductibility-of -.Contributions \Individual - 525q. 585
Corporations- - 235 25'5: ,

.
\\

ExeluSion of -G-i Bill Benefits -2-60= 200

Exclusion = of Social =tecuiity
-Sttident Benefits 100- 107-

Total -4115- =2,212

-Percent '
-Change\

11.-4- .:

-SOURCE:i Budget of__the- United- Statel"--Government,_ Fiscal Year
1979, Special-Analyses; _Table -G-I, _page- -159.=-

-Tostseeondary institutions -play- an -important -role- in- deter-7
Taitg -NOW- federal aid will be-apportioned-te -eligible- studenta:
Most fedetal, Student -assistance _programs, -excluding BaSic Grants-,
-are administered by -the institution-1n- which recipients are'enrolled Tor by -the- lending- "institutions from whiCh- student
-loans are wovided. -Students-with equivlent levels -of financial
-need =, _might be -treated- _quite= differently, by different' schoolsor banks. tn the -Basic -Grants -program--there is=more4Arect
federal control; -eligibility for s Basic Grant -is determined_ =by
applying a standard federal needs analysis.

The nature of' all of the majok federal student aid programshas -assured that a large share of these funds go to More needy,
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:TABLE; 5. =ESTIMATED: DISTRIBUTION_ "OF' BENEFITS. FOR STUDENT _ASSIST=
ANCE, ErINCOME aiASS, -FISCAL TEAR- 1978: IN MILLIONS OF

- -DOLLARS AND PERCENTS 7`

Expenditure

7Indone -Clain --
15. ;000 -=

11-15, 000- _ 25;000"-- Incomes'

Educ.ation
Stidiniliesistance -a/

iktllare
-Percent

Social Seturity -

Studentjenefiti,
.Dollars .

Percent
_

17eteritne'iReadjti t--
t -Benefits-
Dollars-

Percent

x-Expendituree b/
\ Dollars t= -734 401- 377-

Terceht- . .29: 17 100-2

Dollars --5,1872 739- -gj-
Tote'

Percent 1-69- 23 -8 .100-

3086 4/3"
85 , 13 ,

-

923 260;
,..-5f, 18

3;16 3 7

100

4.

263 - 1,446
_18 100

t-29 00ki 4094
38" 8- 100

Includes -BEOGS,_ _SEOCs, Gits,_ _NDSLa-, and _CWS-,_hut --does-- not
include SSIGS- which 4ml-a -add- -an= additional 164 million.

b/
1 -

Includes_ Ischolarshi.Plfe lowship -exclusion-, dependency_
exemption and -.credit, an veter_ alis' and- social security
exclusions.

d-/- -SSIG--benefits _-wOuld he $13,11-3-
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come families_, about ,63- percent of the. federal :subsidy aterites-*
students- from- families _ with incomes= under' -S1-5 000-: _=,

In' fiscal year -1978, _ 80.5_ hilliOn -Or 14 .percenty of :tieal -aid:- from;:- _five major- -Student- assistance -programs-' willdistributed ,to- -students. from fatal-les Witht_incoles 'in_ the
-,_000- to $25,1060= range.- Students from =these families- are -more-

to receivei,.4ftward-s_ throtigh the two IFrOgrama'and-'-thelege -work-study:06gram- than- throUghr_the filderakratudentl-lrant-
, _

Although- student aid _programs are -airded, apeCifically
either itUbliC- or -private- -coileges,_yeach
f_ erent -distribution-of -aid= !Monk types : -of 437-Choc:Is_ -(see TableIn the Basic draqta-pregram,--.about-E68'.percentliof -the--$2.1-lion in =fiecial-7year---1-978-lundinit- -win tel_ 425-percent to -nonprOfit_private-:sehoolat_and-X-perCent to_Vote proprietarY Ina tittitions Average- el:yard-art -pub lie -!col_ students -will' be alighq.y,zinotethan-4800i_ or,,approitii,riatelyO .less tAan their:spriVate-achool-counterparia._ ..In:theittiMpus-r --ed prOgrams-, -about -59- _percent of the 11:0--hillii5n iri fi#al-r 1978 funds' will sO.-tif) Institutions. Privat,
fit schOola--Will receive- 37 ,perdent, "-and= the abar.ei=goOg-xo
i,ate,_iproprietary- abciut4 -percent.

ial SeCurit Subfunction 601)

.In= the 197771978.---schpol- ye4r,_ ,apftoxinuttely 727400.0nary students receive- -bill' ibn- in =benefits- fromsocial- security: system. ,8-ecausg:*Etie:Oilident heneficiaries-
degefidents- =of -retired,- -disabled,_ -or deceased -wage' eainers_,-are ,often from- incomes., In fiscal year

the median adjuated: gross- iiiedine _faMillea with_ ,socialcity student benefitidtiee- will be approximately 115,155,
t. three4ouiths -of. the -median- income for *_/111,-,famillea with.dren in college. --AlmoSt. twb.;-ithirds the social security_en_ t henefits students: from faMilieis Withincomes-
w $,15i000-=per yeai. Isee Table .8).,-
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-TABLE 6. FAKILY.' INCOME- DISTRIBUTION:a/ OF BENEFITS FOR STUDENT

-ASSISTANCE- -FUNDING i'4-FISCAL YEA R- 1978: IN MILLIONS .6E;

DOLLAR'S- AND -PERCENTS-
_

-,-

Program

=Family Indoke _

.-10:=15,000- $115,000=25;000 'mom+ Inconies`

. :1

Basic -Grants.:, ,

'Percent "`*- 94

.
-SUpplemental Granti

Dollars ! 248
Percent 92

Direct loana
-Dollars,/ - 212-

Percent -65

-College =Work -Stddy' ,

Dollars 348=

Percent -80
.

Guaranteed- Loans

toners
Percent

Total c/

-331
63

129

98

30

172 _

32

0

27
5. 400

2,0761/
100-

270
.100

326

100

435
100

530

Dollars 3,086 499 52 3-637

85 14 -1 100Percent -

3

'a/ The distributions used in this table assume that independent

students are distributed in propOrtions equivalent to de-
pendent students_4, The distributionS for "Supplemental Grants,

Direct Loans, College Work-Study, and Guaranteed Loans are

derived from the 1975 Office of Edbcation Fiscal Operatibns

Report, adjusted to 1978.values.%

b/ The total cost of the BEOG program would be $2.16 )1illion.

The amount available to students Would be 42.076

AdMinfstriative costs account for $24 million of the differ-

ence !and= elementary and secondary offsets account_ for another

$60 million.

c/ The SSIG program, which- is -appropriated $64 million for

fiscal year 1978, is- not reflected in this table. including

the funding for SSIGs- and the 'additional BEOG costs from

footnote-b,--the-total---amount available for student assistance

'through -the Office of Educatiop would be $3.8 billion.



_ _ Privy
gram

nefita 37
cipienta 35

pleoen al ;Grants- b/-

nefits-- . 38
tipients 3

36

Ct -Loans= bi-

-nefits

'cipietits-

ewe-Work - Study
nefits-
cipiertta

24
30'

i3
11

41
42

40
38 20

18

13-

12
.

18

15-

17'

anteed Loans C/-

267-- 19-

dirpienta 27 12

ROB may not add to 1901:Percent 'because, of* toundir

Percent distribution-for academic yeat 197671977, fry
Basic `oranets, Office of Education:.
Fiscal Operations taVisiOn, Office of Education, fisc
Unpublished data,, Office 'of Guaranteed, Student Loans,
tiont
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9
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m, fiscal year 1975.
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4099-

9099:

10"
$15,1000r= :49099_

00,00-f7'424099-

n5000+

-31.-5 -456,

16.5 2$-

22&

201

59,

_261.

1,-446_

>OACE:. Social Security Administration;" U.S. Bureau= of the
'Cenkis-- The SitVey-,of_ Income- anirEdutatien- "(1976Y.

ieterans_ltenefitiv14uliftitictien 702)

The Veterans' _Iteldinctilleat:Priiiiinit- "7proi,rtde-
Ln finanCial atisiatance:te -1.:2-Millio-it---ileteratie.attending college '
Lit_ fiscal year :1978. Al with social security benefits, ibtt;in
:entreat to -other student ,the ,iieteranef
t-dueational -benefit -program not ".needs- batied;:"-"`-that is:, two
student veterans With_ the, se:* -number 14,:.,dependents but -Afferent
neomes- or -Attending- differently iirice&-sclioollireceiVe-tne same
tward. Because' -manyiritetatia- are eel-f-s =students_,_
i0-_percent -of the participating veterans ;have' family income
Inder 415;000- and- more than 90' percent are from-families =earning
.ess than $25, 000 '(ate Talile 91. -

-
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stribUticin =derived frtiirta 'Congressional Budget
bas,eCon 1976 Survey of Income andion;-U.S. BUr6at.i =of the Census.

ng ir_et --tax expenditures-will, provide- $2- billiOnfiscal:benefits in -=
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-tion .of :benefits ;:b ligherincome !Students and families is
aPptediablY greater than that of direct. spending programs. About

. 41 percent of 'die -benefits Will go to takpayers with incomes
,Sbove 825,000. --There is 'tonsiderable.variation in the =distribu-
tion of benefits_ among_ the 'various tax expenditures. for
example, only 10 percent of the implicit tax ..t.ltienditure for
scholardhipg (which _are not taxed) ,goek familieS With incomes
above. 25.,,000 while 23 percent Of the dependency .exemption
expenditute goes to families in that _income- 'range (see Table 10).

TABLE 10. _ESTIMATED- DISTRIBUTION -OF POSTSECONDARY TAX EXPENDT-

. - TURES, BY INCOME CLASS, FISCAL YEAR 1`978: IN MILLIONS

OF DOLLARS AND PERCENTS

_ b
-Expenditure

Income= Class All
Incomes$045,000 $15,0007.25, 000: $25,000+

- -Exclusion- of
-Scholarships,
-FelloWships_

__

Dollare , -197 -68 30 295

-Percent -67-. -23 10 . 100 -

Dependency
_Exemption

Dealers- 308 \ -2 85 07' : .770

-Percent -40 37 21 100

QPP40141.04
.DedUctiOn a/

,...-

:(=Individual -)-
-Dollars 6 Ice: 561 585

-Pergent 1 3' S'.6 100'

G.-I. Benefi_tt
-Exelu'siOn

Dollars 158 30 1-2 200

Percent 79 -15- 6 10.0

Soc. Security
-Benefits -

Exclusion
- 'Dollars 71 18 18 107

.,/ Percent 66 17 100

111--Tax
_11

4.

-Expenditures
_Dollarti -7,

-Pefeent__ _

740
31 _

419
21_ -

798
41

1,957
_100

--------=---_,..,:___

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Ofki&-e--estimate_ih_ased on Treasury
. Department data.
at Does -not include corporate- contributions.



Thetie taic provisions 'have :a itytices_ impact on ,educationalinstitutions. The current proVisions'_ that proVide relief forstudents" and their faMilies (may improve the competitive positionof less expensive .pUblic schools because they provide the sameconstant dollar reducti in for all (families that have the JaMe-inargi al tak Irate. The &liar reduction rept
-that_ a larger.ipercen reduction in the- cost -of a lees expensive school -and

thus might make': that-school more attrac.tiye to_ the student. Onthe other hand, _priyateminstitUtions 7ahtt:larg4r,,,more prestig-ious; public :echolals garner most of tile contributions made tocolleges and universities; thus, the _psoVi:4'on that allowsdeduction of contributions 'works Clearly - the advantage Of'these Schools and to .the families -who contribute to _them.

THE -EFFECT OF EXTENIANG CURRENT POLICY TO FISCAL "YEAR 19,79-=

A. total of .$10.2- additional-,$0'.3, billion :aiere 1 11 -year 1978 level-- ,would be required to maintain- heexiati -set of postsecondary education .programs- -at thepollay evel of commitment for fiscal year 197,9' (see Table 11).9t The largest portion, of this funding, more =than $3.8Thillion,would go into the majer student. assistance programs. Approxi-Mately 80 percent of these- fUnds would be- Channelled.- to students

I9/ ClArent. policy assumes sufficient: finding -1.6 provida to,Maintain programs at their current re'al dollar value infuture years. Current policy assumptions for .the Basic
Educational Opportunity Granite program - maintain funding, at:.the 'level appropriated in 'fiscal year 1978; -thus the efr.feCtive maximum award IS $1,600, -and the - amount of . assets
excluded /froth consideration ,in determining family contri-bution. is f$17_,,000. Current penny = assumptions for 'the
Guaranteed' Student Loan program hold the number of loans forfiscal yt.-,r '1979 at fiscal year 1978"level. The size of anaverage- lean is nrojected to increase -slightly to compensate
partially for projected increases in the costs of attending
College, Current = policy assumptions for all -Other post-
secondary' education -programs included within the Higher
Education Act (budget subfunction 502) increase spending by9.31pgicent, the CEO estimated- increase in the costs of
providing higher 'education services. Social security and
veterans'?benefits are increased by 6 percent based on theestimate'of changes in. the COnsumer Price Index.
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% TABLE 11:DISTRIBUTION-OF-FUNDS AND RECIPIENTS FOR, HIGHER EN
, CATION, BY BUDGET SUBFUNCTION: BUDGET AUTHORITY IN

MILLION DOLLARS, RECIPIENTS IN THOUSANDS, BY FISCAL
YEARS

1978: 1979
Per.cent
Change

Subfunction 502: (Higher Education)
Student- Assistance

11udget atithority $3,785 3,864 2- 1
leeipients 6,352 -5,789 -8.9=

- Other =Higher -EduCation
.341Budget- authority, 372

SUbfUnction 601 -(Social Security)
Budget, authority ,1,580 9.3
Recipients' 727 -749 . 3.0

Subfunction 702 (Veterans-Bnnef its)
Budget attthority 1,094 4056= = 1 -.-8-

-Recipients 1,186- -4007- ,45.1

Tax lxpenditures-,=Expected- =Forgone: Revenue
(Milliona =of dollars)- 2,212 2,337 5.7-

-A".Total 9,878- 10,209= -3.4

fro* fanitlies With incomes under $15,000 (see Table- 12). Thus,
as in previoua years, most of these funds --would be applied to
the goal of enhancing equal =educational opportunity. Extend=
ing =current policy to ftsCal_year 1979 would include $0.3 billion
for institutional aid. Most. of this Would fund programs de_ signed
"to- aid -the educationally disadirantaged.

The current policy costa. of the postseCondary ccimponents
of the social security ,program ($1.6 billion) and the veterans'
readjustment -program ($2.1 -billion) reflect inflationary in-
creases in benefits and the anticipated increases an decreases
in the number of recipients. Tax expenditures would- provide a
benefit of $2.3
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7
-TABLE 12. OHE DISTRIEUTION OF STUDENT 'ASSISTANCE MIMIC

UND ISCAL YEAR 1979 CURB ',POLICY ai: BENEFITS
IN MIL pHs OF DOLLARS, =R CIPIENTS IN THOUSANDS ..

:Epigram . Family Income
$0,45,000, '$15,000-25,000 $25,000+

:Basic Granti _ . .

ketipients , 4898 272- ' 0
Benefits

:-
.=

1032 126 - 0-
* f '

-SuppUseniaL*Slt s-
Recipients 3.88 16=-- 9
Benefits 242 49- 4

. Direct Loans

-Recipients- ti '505.

Benefits 2-64_
-

"Recipients 501
Benefits 324-

z.

-272 -

105

201
116

All
Incomes

2,1 -70 ,
'1;858 111

473
295

86-.. 863

355

61 763
41 481

Guaranteed- loans

-Recipients 515 438- 83 1,036
Benefits 264 225 43 532' cf

SSIG'

ketiptents-
Bihef its-

70

-All Programs
= Without SSIG

Iecipients 142593,807- 239 5, 305
Benefits -, 4766- -621 134 3,521

All-Programs
Recipients

5,585
Benefits

3,591 et-
:.

a/ -Assuming independent Students are distributed -in- proportions
equivalent to- dependent -students.

/ Total coat -of the BEOG program would -be $1.912 -billiod;
amount _available -to -students would -be $1858- $24 -million
of total gOes-to administrative -costs and $30 -million goe4
to nonostsecondary students..

cf Total cost, of _the -GSL -program-would-be. $529 -milli:on. Subsidy
payments:lor -current 'loans- or loans in repayment would be
$338 _miliion;- iemainder covers default' payments.

-d/ Duplicated count of recipients Wko-receive -more -than one type.
- of federal aslistance.

is
et With _added costs reflected in footnotes b- c,_ -total cost

would be $3._9' pillion.
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CHAPTER -III. MAJOR LEGIbLALINT.t-rROPOSITS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1979

s

Five pajor proposals that would increase nigrikficantly
v.federal -student -assistance, haVe been .propoSed_ by the COI:grass and_
the Administration. While these _proposals -an have basically
the -same purpose-;,increasiiig student assistance ,to- Middle-income
families-!-they differ ihlr.the -strategies t'hey embody far- achieving
this goal. The two= -different mechanisms for providing_ federal
assistance ate:

PtoViditik__Assistaike Through _Exi=sting Student .Assist-
ance --ProiraMs. The AdMirilstraeron, the- -Senate HuMan

3 Resources ComMittee.i., and the Mouse Educatign-and- Libor
ConMdttee all haVe pies-et:in& proposal:- that-iiviild:Amilize
existing student assistance IaSie
Grants and guaranteed Loaris,* t&-provide an to thoale-
iitoorde families.

o -P r6viding- _AsaistanCe- Through Tuition Tax Credits. The
Senate- Finance -and T-Hetine Ways and Mesita_ COMmittees have-
ptoposect assisting Allowing
those-,..with. students 'a. tax credit for tuition
.expenses.-

In-this chapter, each-,of.1 these, five proposals in discussed:
The= 'major components, of each are presented, and.-the probable
impact on the'-budgetari.'costs, and distribtition of benefits are
analyend---. 'The proposals are *compared withi..tespect .;t_ o' how they
addiesi the federal goals of .aehieing equality of educati-Onal
bpp9tunity, reddcing the burden -o-f college costs, and = assuring a

. _
strong and diverse educational system. -' ,

_..
--PROPOSALS PROVIDING`- THROITGH-DIRECi SPENDING PROGRAMS

The Basic Grants program is the primary focus- of all three
of the proposal's for providing assistance thrOug? direct spending
progearnav, :Each of the three _proposals relies on a Unique set of
changes to provide greater- assistance to students- from middle:-
income families.. There ate, two changes, however, that .all three



proposals share in common. Each Moult( fund' the BaSic Grants
program at its fully aUttiorize:d.flevel,, thus increasiTITthe
taxiMusa award from $1,600 to $1,800, "and each would increase from
$17,000 to $25,000 the- atiount -di assets excladed: from consider--
ntion in- determining, the family's contribution to the student's
education. These two dhangest would cost $314 million--_-thare--tharr-.
extending current policy to fiscal year 1979 and would' provide46;600 more awards. The hill-funding -option of a Maximum grant
of $1,800 and an asset excliAston of, $25,000 is used as the base.
in comparing the various Basic Grants proposals.

The Administratidn's Proposal

The*Administration's ptopotal would increase the funding for
Basic Grants and-College- Work-Study, plus raise the 0.14-Ability
limit on Guaranteed Student Loanii f.com $25,,000 to $40,000. adjust=
ed family income. -11. The major component of the President's
proposal is a modification of the Batrd Grants =- program that
would: .

o Increase the .family fixing alloWance considered nondis-
cretionary income by $750 far each family.

Change the treatment of self- supporting students by in-
creasing from 41,100- to $3,430 __,the income recognized as
needed ,to. sustain: a single, student and by_ reducing the
assessment on assets of self-supporting students -with
families from 33 percent to -5 percent in line With assess-
ment rates -for other families.

o Provide a guaranteed award of $250 to full-time dependent
students or independent students with -dependents from Lam-

.ilies with incomes below $25,000.

With these = changes, the cost of the Basid -Grants program for
fiscal year 1979 would be $3.1 'billion, -an, increase of $1.0 bil-
lion over the fully funded- current program for fiscal year

6

1/ Adjusted family income represents the families' taxable
income. -$40,000 in adjusted family income is equivalent to
,an -average gross- income -of $47,000.

33



1939.- 21 The revised- 'program reach 4.7 million stUdenta,_
an increafe" -01-2:5-_;Million, or more _than -100-_ _percent , oVer.
frilly funded_ current Rciughlr..2. 3 million, students -mould
-receive the .$250- guaranteed- grant.

=

. Congressional Proposals

:Senate. The Senate_ Human Resources- Committee -has -- approved -_a
2539) that _-,411finda- the Basic Grants prOgrani, extends

eligibility for. Guarantead-_ Icians -tO all students, and increases
the authorization- for Supplemental -Grants- and Collegeiliorlc,StUdy.
-AS-with the- Adaiiniatration_-praposal, the most significant -changes
are- proposed- for the-Basic Giants- -program.- In -additioi to fUlly-
funding_-the _p-rOgram__at its- anthorizect level- ($1800-maximum grant)
and increasing- the asset -eacinalcin- to 125000; the Senate pro,,,
potat decreases- --the -assessment sate on disposable income.

faMiliet- are -atpiedted to -contribute,-toward,,a -stude,;it's-
-education lb: percent Of the first S5,000- of AiapOsible income
(that -amonnt above -the. basic family living alicnrarida) and 30=
percent_ of the remaining_ disposable- income. The = Senate ;proposal
leneera this- -eapected_ dontributioii; percent =for
posabie income. These -- alterations -would -result in a,lagid Grants
-program costing.-$3.3- billion in-fiscal year- 1979, at increase of
$1.2, billion over -full funding for i979. It .would -,
Milli-On= Students, -an intrease of 1.5 million-, or 66- percent.

House. -The -House -EdUcation -Labor Committee =has reported-
the Income- Student Aaailtande,:idt of 1978' (H.R. 11214)4
The proposed- charigee- -to the &Mid -Granta program -in this. bill are-
he,,sam-e= as. thOse presented= in the Senate (fullY funding to--$1800
award level,- increasing the asset exdlusion-tO- $250'00, -and=
reduding- =the- aSsessMent tate -on- -discretionary income -to
percent)-, _3/- except, hat -the House: bill indludes -the 'Admin
istration's two provisions for self - supporting, - students. These

For s the Basic Grants program, projected incomes and edu-
cational costs are altered to reflect estimated inflationary.
effects.

3/ The House proposal also includes a provision for funding
Basic Grants if the prograth is not funded at the
authorized level. In such a case, the assessment rate would
be adjusted upward from '10.5 percent to 12 percent.
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percent. These two 7-provisions- add an additional -coat ofto the bill and increase-the -number -cif tecipienta by46,060. 'The overall cost of the-Basic Grants program with these--Changes would= be $3.4 billion, an increase- of $1.3 =billion, above.- full funding: of the -7cUirent prograMs. It Would reach. more than-T-Million Students._

The House version prop sea Slightly different _alterations tothe. Supplemental :Granta andWOrk4tudy programs', and inanderi aproposed small =increase . in -funding for the. State Student In-centive Grants program. The House also= Would extend-eligibilityfor Guaranteed Student 'Loan to all students.

PROPOSALSFROVIbING-ASSiSTAiCE-.THROUGH TUITION TAX =CREDIT

Both- the Senate and the House _have before them bills that=ijoitid prOvide tuition tali credits to assist middle-inconie 'fant

= Senate. The Senate Finance Committee has reported "the
Tuition Tax Relief Act of 1978,P an amendment to. H.R. 3946. 4/This =bill would gradually introduce -tuition tax _credits over thespan of five- years. Beginning August 1, 1978, ihdividnalti `could=claim a credit equal to 50 percent of tuition and fees, With amaximum Credit of .$250 per Student for eitpenset incurred infull-time undsigraduate colleges or vocational schools. OnAugust 1, 1980, the -Credit would be increased to- a maximum of$500, and eIementaky and secondary' School, students would becomeeligible. On August 1,, 1981, graduate students and part-timestudents would become-eligible. The revenue loss associated i Withthis hill increases appreciably as the size of the allowablecredit is increased and the eligible population is expanded.

House. The House Ways and Means Committee has reportedH.R. 12050, which would introduce a tuition tax credit graduallyover a three!-year span. This. bill differs from the SenateFinance -Committee tuition .tax credit prOposal in a number of
.

4/ H.R. 3946 is an act to suspend the tariff duty on certaingrades of wool.
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ways. First, the-Ways and Means bill is nonrefundable;. that is,
the taxpayer can receive a credit only up to the limit cif: :his tax

-. -liability._ Second, the bill appliee Only to undergraduate 34:-
dents Wh-O, ittemt_school more than half-time, -and is limited to
-25 percent of tuition- and, feeS. And- finally, the mmtimum7credit
allowed in 11.1t. 12050 would- be much lower than the levels pro-
posed in, the Senate: $100 for calendat year 197,8, $150 for -1979,
and- '$250 for 1980, after which the :program Would be terminated--.
unless renewed. -

THE- IleACT-OF CURRENT PROPOSALS

-Impact of Protosed- Changes to the Basic Grants =Program

Basic -Grants plan has a somewhat- different iMpact.
ics" 'Table: 13 -shows, the Administration' proposal would provide
the greatest number. of grantsi, -but-4he average grant would be
much smaller because Most -of the/students _woad -=keeeive only 1011
oso minimum grant. The Senate:Nandi -Aquae bills, on the Other-

.hand,..iirould .provide feMer,Zirants but those available would be.
Much larger.- Under these proposals, the average grant for a
-recipient-An the $24600- to $25,000, income- class would be ap-
-proximately 1575. Ainlike the President's -proposal, ihowever,-leas-
than fifty" Oro t of the =students --from families in this income
range mould for grants. The =Nous& bill provides ,larger
average g nts to lower-income families" because glogr'independent
'Student fall in these lower-income-%categOries, and M.R. 11274
incl' es the two provisions to-assist =1:ndeiendent students.- For
e mple, students in the leWest Income group, $0'to $5,000, wouldenefit

most from the- Rouse proposal which would increase each
grant $188, on average, to $1,257.

Clearly, these proposals would increase the emp-41.14Noi;
federal aid on the goal of reducing the burden -of _college 1§s
for middle-income families. None of the propos,als,), however,
would reduce the commitment to ensuring equality of opportunity.
The Administration and Rouse Basic Grants proposals, in Eat,
would increase the funding related, to achieving equality fof
Opportunity by channeling more benefits to one specific sub-
group-independent students, many of whom have lower incoMes.

= . None of the Basic Grant components addresa directly the goal/ of
assuring a strong system of higher education, but they would/ no
doubt have some effect on this goal, too. Middlezincome students
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-TABLE. -134- OXSTRI

ti 'CIARRR1
OPPOR.11

YEAR 1
kittICI

Income
Claim

-$0-5,006

-Recipients-
Benefite

Award:

4.40400
. Recipients

Benefits
Avg. Airard

0-4.5;OWL
= Recipients

_Benefits

Avg.- Award

V-20,000
Recipients
Benefits
Avg. Award

$204.25,0110

leCipients
'Benefits:
kis. Award=

$25,1006+

Recipients
=Benefits

Avg. Award

Subtotal
Recipients
Benefits
Avg. Award

Administrative
Offsets (mil.--

lions of

Total Costs
Winona
of dollars)-



1,000'
tecl.pients.
lanefi-te
Lye, Award=

.0,000
lecipients
eti--efita

-Aitard-

5,000
icipients
en-eflts=
vg. Award_

-437

-77.7
-855

691-

565-.
818

20,000
edipienta 269
enSfits, 154-
vg._-Awaid 572.

25,-opo
edipieqta . -35
enefits 13
vg. Award, 371'

)00+' r
tcipretiti
knefita 0

Award 0

)total.
tecipietits 2,209
14aefita 2,054

Atrard 930

4nistrative
sets (41.
ms of
tars). 54

ota1 Costs
aillions
f dollars) 2,108

Trop"Ostil =Proposal Proposal

-452-
562- -_

1;243- -

= 441-
_ 469-

-11063-
--..562

959 3175 *4- .

-976 .88r
1;137- 1,132

. _

4220- _ -"_822 =834
.787= 823_ 833
645 4,001

-
.957 -676- _677--
385 547- 545-
402 809 -805

1,135 646- `644-
-291_ 370= 371=
256 573, 576-

312 ___.212
125 125

.-4t4 401

4 72.3- 3i672 3,718
a-,00r 3,115, 3,346

-635- , 876 900
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family incomes up to "$40,000.,-"The AdMitlatration-also-prepotes
raising the Special -alloWancereubaidy Paid= to- -banci`_bY One;-
=half-fpercent._ The -Administration --projects- that "these- -changes
=would increase :dramatically :the size of Guaranteed= Student
Loan- ,?-rsigram-=that not -14ouid --student loan- portfolios- ins
crease "auffinientlY__ to -abse-tb the -newlyileligible borrowers:, -but

"-that the overall :Part-300aq° _rate Wouldi=ziet from- 11- percent 'to
-13-pereeitt,pf those

There is- y no -adequaie-__ way- to verify the Administrationfe -

asSUMption-a; :chey _ere only -One- nf -several 'pOtaibIe -±espOnsee by
banks to the-proposed= ChangeS.- The AdministratioeS-asSwiptione-=
-and= two -other/-peasible = response patterns- -are eastined: here.

Lenders -Increase Significantly =Loan- Availability.: If -the
lending institutions:ye:30-nd: as -by; the- Administration,

',there WOuld be 1.6 loans -diSpense& in fiscal year- 1979,
an- increase of f400,000, over fiScal- year 1978 -(see Table- 14).
This increase --inclUdes_rrabout 200,000 = newly tudentS f rom-
higher- -= income :fathilies -and= An increase in.The- _participation-
rate of eligible' Students _ froth T1 percent to 13 percent. -Aatium7,
Itigfthe_:-Average -size- loan it, $1,600,_ the total disbn ement for-
loans In-fiscal year 1979= would= be -$2.5 billion. The federal-
intereat subsidy- -for this-. loan volume, including- "the prOpOsedi
inereasei would-be _$255 _Million..
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Table 15 -Oh Ows '%the- -1000- -and, -distribution- of 'benefits
for fiscal- year 1980.- that -are- associated_ with the -tuition tax -
credits -currently proposed- "in thO' Senate-,:and in the House. 6/

Semite. 'Senate, there is a discrepency -between
--the language- of the Senate Finance 'COmmittee- _bill itself and the
Itagnage- of--the accompanying -report with- respect_ to the. -way in-
Whieh, other form_ of_ atudent financial assistance -(grants and
Scholarships) "should be- _donsidered- in--,deterniiiiing- how much
t!iition -a family las to In a year: The bill (reflected.
in cOluMn Table 15) States, that .any Student asistance not k
included_ __gross- income -must be used to- _keZ.Uce eligible eed..-7
Caiiona1",expefikes_1(tui ions and fees)- prior to determining
eligibility for the =tax c edit.- The -report (reflected in__ caw*
B .of -Table-115) indicates= that -Scholarships= and -grants should 0'
designated- fOk "expenses. :Thus_ eligibility .,tor
the credit re_dubed- only the-''the-.propoktion, of 'student aid

toward; tuition=-, nd----feet Analyses of the -coats- and-
-_diStribution_of-benefita are -pr(Wided- for -"both- interpretations- of
' the -Senate -bill In

,

The -cliffekence- in total .13-enefiiii_ and in the _distribution of-
these- benefits= is quite substanti4 for these- tWo-71titerpreta-

' ti.ons. AllOwint -.grants and scholarships_ to be-applied' to all
-educational expenses indrOases-rthe -benefit provided= by 55" per-
Cent. Requiring Student .assistance to -be applied- Only, against
tuition Would= prOVide -14= percent of the_-benefits- to families. with
incomes= -under S154:000. ApproXIMately 31: ,per...ent would. accrue -to-
-families with incomes-between= $1S,00Q and $25,000, and 55- percent
of the benefit-a would- -go to rfarii;".es with incomes ahmie $25,000.
`ThilWis In--sharp contrast to asOlaing -that _-student_ assistande ,10
applied to -all 'edUcatinnal expenses. -Under. this interpretation,
32, perdent -ofi_the benefits would - accrue to fandlies earning less
than_$15_,000, 29 perdent -would =go to those with incomes- between ",
$15,-000 and -$25,000, and 39- percent -Would to familiee with
incomes greater than $25000.,

Thp Senate tuition tax .credit prOposal includes elementary,.2

secondary and: postsecondary education. The analSfsis provided
in this paper, bOwever, examines the costs and distributional
effects associated only with the postsecondit education
portion of the tax credit. Appendix A includes the costs and
distribution of benefits for renndable- and nonrefundable
portions of the bill. Separate, tables are proliided _for t1,1
total bill -atid---for4he postsecondary pertion only.
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TABLE- 15. .POSTSECONDARY TUITION TAX:CREDIT 44COPOSALS-_--OISTRIOr-
1/ON44-itkinTsi-Tq FAMILIES IN VARIOUS INCOME-CLASSES
yoNi HA:, 3946, _FEOSSED;BY THE STOW* -FINANCE COM!-
MITTEE 1LANGUAGE OF -BOTH THE BILL AND-`THE REPORT)-
AND 12050, BROPOSED BY THE-HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS_
COMMITTEE, FISCAL- YEAR 4 980 a-b, -NbMBER--01?-!FAMILIES IN
THOUSANDS, BE14EF,ITS IN -MILLIONS OF ,DOLLARS, AVERAGE
FAiILY:AWARDS, IN DOLLARS_

-Incbme
Clasi,"

A

Senate
Bill -

B

Senate
Report

C

l!buse
Bill

$0=5;000
Families * = , 174 762 147-
benefits- , 29 122 -8Avg. Award t 167 - 60c 54

$5- 10,200,
Families 430 528- -605Benefits _- 22 .: 89- 41 ,
-Avg. Award

s10,15,60-

-169: -169- -0-8

-Familiew 224 --666 898 .-Benefite. A. --, , 50 '*-'444 79Avg.-Aurd, 223 218 -88

$) 520,000- '.., ,.. ..

--Families, 388 678 -968'Bottefits- 79 156 99
Aig-. ,Award .204 230- 102'

$20-25,00d
Families 571 631 892Benefits 143 167 101
Avg. Award 250 265 11

$25,m+
Families 1,-530 -1,599- 2495Benefits , 394 ''- -433- 284

/
Avg.- Award_ i 258- 271

-.,.
129

/ Total
Families 3017 -4,858 _ 5,-705Benefits 717 1,111, ' 612 '

Alrl. Award_ 238 229 107

a( Fiscal. year 19'80= is used rather than fiscal year 1979 fortwo
reasons. First, tax credits claimed in "fiscal year 1980 most
closely 'approximate benefits received in academic year-.
1979.41980; and iecond;.1980 is, the first fiscal year whichreflects a full calendar year of eligibility for the taxcredit.
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Nouse. The 'louse -Ways and Means proposal (H.R. 12050) would
allow scholarships. and grants to be designated- for afl educa-

tional expenses, similar- to the language of the Senate Finance

Committee= report. The Rouse bill would distribute 21, percent of
the benefits to families with- incomes _under $15,000, 33 percent
to- middle- income families with _incomes between $15,000. and

2 5alC 0 , and 46 percent to families with' incomes greater than--

$25,000.-

In both the Senate and the House proposalS, the average
family tax credit._ would be greater for 7higher7income familieS
than for loWerincome families. This 'occurs because students
froin higher-income families are more lkely to attend higher-cost

institutions, are less likely to- receive other forms of student

assistance that would be ,discounted from the tax credit; and' are
More likely- to have more than one =Student in college at the same

time.; In 1975, over 20 percent /of the =high =er- income- families

(over $25,000) with children in- college-had two or more in schOoI

at the same time; while only 3 percent of the lower-income
families =(iiridet $6,000) with children in College had two or
more stucients, attending at the same time.' 7/

Average family tax credit figures, however, may- be- misr.
.

leading. In most cases the family: unit .s the ,nuclear family in

whiCh,the student is the dependent Member. Independent students,

hoWeVer, are -reflected as- families in-, theSe figures. Most,

independent students- have incomes under $15,000; thus-, many of

the Ifamily junits in the loWer-inco e categories actually- includea

LiApendent students. 81 -

Bureau -of- the Census, 1975 Survey- of _Income and Edu-

cation.

8/ It is difficult to estimate- hosi many independent students
attend college or what the demographic characteristics of
independent students are _because there is not uniforra agree=

meat on who constitutes an independent student. For tax

.p,urpoSea, a- student would- be- independent if he claimed
himself as an exemption. But the. Basid. Grants program has

more rigorous standards, requiring that a student be fi-
nancially independent for at least One 'full year before being

-classified-as independent.. In addition to- -this c:3finitional

problem, it is difficult to determine much about. independent

students. Some data are available, however (continued)
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One eignifidant differenCe between the bills is that. the
Senate bill would provide for a re:fundable- credit, whereas :the
House version is nonrefundable. The Senate bill -would-assure a
family the total amount Of credit for which it qualifies --if the

° family's _total taxes= Were let-as than the credit, the family would
-receive a refund from the goVerriment., The House version,' on the
other hand, would -allow' ia credit only up to =thil level of a
family's: total tax ',liability. For this.,-reason, -the Ways and
Means :bill would' 'proVicle very little _benefit to families with
incomes under $10,_000:. because their= tax liabilitiee are typically
quite low.

In general,',tax credits proVide some benefit to Individuals
in all income- ranges, bUt, they tend to provide a greater amount
of .benefits to higher-income_ families. -Because -of the distribu-
tional impact, 'tuition tax credit,, :like all existing tax-
eicpenditdres related -to ethidation, ,would addretsz most directly
the federal- goal of reducing =the burden of c011ege costs.

A COMPARISON = OF.-THE PROPi3SED. BASIc'GRANT PROGRAM CHANGES -AND THE
TUITION TAX 'CREDIT-%PROPOSALS

Students from fitiilies With incomes "between $15,000 and
$25,000. would receive appreCiably more benefits f.;om any of the
direct assistance proposals than from the proposed: tax credits.
ObViously, higher income families benefit- racist -directly from a
tuition -tax credit.

Lower_-income faMilies would 'benefit. most from either the
Administration Basic- Grants plan Or- the -House Basid Grants
plan. Mudh- of this benefit, -however, would= be directed- to
'independent students and not to students Who are =dependent
members of 2.. family unit. lowerincome- families also wOuld

from the Basic Grants program. In 1977, 1.3 million in-,
dependent students applied for assistance, an increase ,of 8 '
percent over 1976. The majority of these students,, were
atypical undergraduates in that they were older than a
normally progressing undergraduate. A large proportion, -61
percent, were either married or single parents. Only 17
-percent were typical single undergraduates under the age of
23.
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tenefii quite substantially_ from a tax credit if -the-creditWere
refundable and did_ not require that all other forms of financial
aid be deducted- solely from tuition in determining eligibility
for the tax Credit. The Senate Human Resources COmmittee Basic
Graiats-----proposal would- provide less benefit -to ' low-income- lam-

Meg, primarily because it does not include the special pro-
visionalor increasing-benefits for independent students,. most of
Whom have low incam"fts. _

In turn, all of the proposals -would :shift the emphaiis of
federal funding_toward achieving the goal of reducing-the burden
of college costs for Middle-income families and students. None
of tht proposals,towever,, would reduce the level of commitment
to the goal of achieving equality- of-eduCational.opportunity. In

fact, most of the proposals would include at .least -a -modest
increase in benefits for lover-income families. The direct
.spending-proposals-would- focus the newemphatis oft-middle-Tincome
families. Tax Credits -mould -help- middle-income -families some-
what, tut would also channel Considerable assistance to higher-
indOme faMilies.

TABLE-16.I-DISTRIBUTIOW-OF INCREMENTAL INCREASES OVER CURRENT LAW
OF MAJOR STUDENT ASSISTARCE_PROPOSALS_BrINCOME'CLASSf
BENEFITS IN MILLIONS OF.IDOLLARS, FISCAL YEAR 1979-FOR
DIRECT-SPENDING PROGRAMS AND-FISCAL_YEAR 1980 FOR TAX
-EXPENDITURE PROGRAMS=

'Admin. Senate House- Senate -Senate House

Income BEOG BEOG -BEOG Finance Finance Ways and

Class Proposal Proposal Proposal Bill :Report Means Bill

$0-15,000
Benefits 438

Percent 46

$15-25,006

286

25

.

418
-- 32

101
14

355
32

128
21

-Benefits 509 750 ---749 222 323- 200

percent 54 64 58 31 29' - 33

$25,000+
Benefits 0 125 -125 394 433- 284

Percent .0 11 -10 55 39 , 46-

Total
Benefits 947 1,161 1,292 717 1,111 612

Percent 100 100 100 100 100 100
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CHAPTER IV. OTHER 'BUDGET -OPTIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1979

The Congress can choose between making major changes_ or
incremental =alterations in %federal -funding "patterns for post-
secondary education.- The- major changes-,- discussed in dhapter
III, vould,redirect the emphasis f federal programs-to reducing_
the burden of postsedondary education for Middle-income families.
This Chapter examines several other bUdget 'options to illustrate
the impact that -relatively small but targeted Jncremental -changes
could have on achieving specific objectives,, _The options= analyi,-
ed include:

o options that alter funding for direct higher education
student assistance programs, and

o options that change funding for institutional. aid.

OPT -IONS THAT ALTER FUNDING FOR DIRECT HIGHER EDUCATION- STUDENT!
ASSISTANCE

Changing the Basic Grants' Program

The primary role of the Basic Grants program has been to
enhance equality of edUcatiorial opporttinity by providing the
necessary financial resources ior the Most needy- students! to
obtain* postsecondary education. Reducing the burden of college
costs, however, always- has been a secondary goal of the Basic
Grants program. Various incremental changes -to the Basic Grants
program, would have different effects on who benefits= and by how
much.

If the Congress wished to continue to focus on the -goal
of enhancing. equality of education-al opportunity,' one effective
=change would be to increase the amount of money considered
necessary to sustain a family land' thus -exempted from- considera-
tion in determining the family contribution to college expenses).
One approach of this- type,- which- has received attention; in the
past, would be ';to use the Bureau of Labor Ctatistics (BLS)-
lower-living standard budget rather than the -so-called OrshansIcY
poverty guideline that is used- currently. Shifting to the BLS
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index would increase the number of recipients of Basic Grants by --
19- percent (see Table' 17). Students from families with incciaes

-under $15,,000 would receive 29 percent more benefits. The
average award in this income grOup would rise by $140, or. 14

. percent.

Ad with most incremental options, -however, changing_ the

family living allowance affects= more than just the population -to

which aid is being =targeted. In this case, increased benefita._

would also be provided, 'tow students from Middie-d.ndome -families.

Benefits -Would increase= more than 2.15. =tikes current levelli for

=students .from familtlea with incoiads over $1-5,000, and average
awards for this -group Would' increase 17 percent. Thus, -incre-:

_Mentally Increasing the level of income -considered -necessary

to sustain- a :family (nOndiacketionary income) would not only
reinforde the _federal commitment to equality of educational
opiOrttinityi.;- hut_ also would =help reduce the burden of college

Costs: for middle - income As might -be expected-,="thOUgla,

this single, incremental change drives uP appreciably the costs-of
the-. Basic Grants ,prograra It _alone: yOuld= add an additional =$809;

Million to the _program in _fiscal year 1979,_ an increase of
approximately 40 percent._

On the other hand, if the Congresa deaired= to fodus more
diredtly on reduding-- the burden for middle-income students
without providing-_ additional assir- .ace, -to =students from Iower7

-income families, there art:- a. number - -of - incremental :changes to
the -Basic Grants = program that could= be made. One particularly
effective alteration for focusing- new. aid solely on middle-Income

students involvea; reducing the adaeasient. rate on income aboire

the family living allowance. At -present,: 20- =percent of the -first

$5,000 of -discretionary income and, 30 _percent Of any amount over
$5,000 is- -added to the expected family contribution to a stir?,

dent'-s. college costs. Reducing this rate- to a_ 15,percent assess-

-wentof -all- discretionary income_ would increase the number of
beneficiaries by 33 percent. Virtually all of the increases in
awards would -go to students from families with incomes greater
than $10,000, and the increased benefit actually: would ,grow as
incomes go up; thus, -strae-nts-from--families with incomes- between

$20,000 and $30,000 would benefit Much--more from-this change than

they would from- most other incremental changes. This alteration
would increase the costs of the program $528 Million in fiScal
year 1979.
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TABLE '17. DISTRIBUTION 'OF RECIPIENTS- AND BENEFITS RESULTING,
FROM -INCREMENTAL -BASIC GRANTS- ALTERATIONS, BY INCOME
CLASS, FISCAL YEAR 1979: RECIPIENTS IN; TMOUSANDS
BENEFITS IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS

o

Income-.

Class-

$1,-800-MaxiMuM_ BLS Lower-;
-AWard, $25,..000- Living
- Asset ExClUsion ai Index

'Using -15%

Assessment
of Discraticin!,

_ary Ince-Me

/ $ 000
(!i lecipients , 437

Benefits 467

1
-z

$5-10-,000
.

Recipients 777
Benefits .855_

$10-15,000
Recipients 691
Benefits .56f,

`$1-520,-000-

Recipients- 269
-Benefits- 154

'$20=-25,000-

jtecl.pients

Benefits

$25-30,000
.Recipients
Benefits

446
561

818

976

- -884

888

. 537
_ 378-:

438
467

77_79

873

800
718

559

361

35 148 321
13_ 147-,

. Total

Recipients 1 2,209
Benefits 2,054

0 44..

0 15

2,842 "2,941
2,863 2,582

a/ This Base Plan assumes the program is funded at the full
authorization level with a maximum award of $1,800 and
in increase in the asset exclusion from 07,000 .to $25,000.
These are the only two differences between this Base_ Plan
and current, policy. It assumes the Orshansky poverty, index
and a *rent assessment of 201p,ercent` on" the first $51000 of
discretionary income and 30 percent on-on all discretionary
income above $5,000.
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Changes in Funding of"Other Student Assistance Programs_

Support-Of Other "student assistance programs could be
changed incrementally to alter the emphasis .of federal.-programs-
.on achieving the current mix of goals. The two student loan
programs--gudranteed loans- (discussed in Chapter and _direct
loans-=are an important source of student assistance funding that
recently have .-received considerable attention, In addition,
changes have been proposed to the State Student Incentive Grant
program.

- -National _Direct _Student Loan _Program (NDSL)_.- The. Ford
Administraticin -requested no funda .for this- prOgram- in they fiscal
year 197_7==hudget; funding,. however, _ was restored: by_ Cress.
President Carter hag requested_ no Angreatie.!in =fUnding fot.;thia
program for fiscal year 1979. The miyar"-atgument againat Ode-
program= -is that it -la an -expensiate: difPfiCation of an effort
better aceonipIished by the "GSL program, and it'1faa been suggested=
that the ,programa be merged-. Proponents cif-the -NDSL program,
hoWever, feint out that it "provides assurance of' a loan, program
for .,the most needy students - -an. assurance thee cannot be in--
Corporate& into the present GSL program that relies _on= the good
faith, and willingness of :banks =and other: ending institutions to

provide= loans= to low-inCome, high -risk student: borrowers.

Despite the fact that NDSLa are based on need, they have not
been- particularly effective in _providing assistance' to the moat'''.
needy -students: In fiscal year MU, it is,anticipated that 65
percent of the NDSL recipients will come, from families,With:
incomes under _$15--,000.-- This is only =marginally nigher than the
63 -percent provided= in the GSL program .to students- in this
loviincome category. SO it' appears that; =though the -NDSL-prograta
was = designed primarily -te enhanoe equality- of opportunity, it is
not much more effective in channelling aid to the-most needy than
the GSL program, which was designed primarily to help middle-
income

If federal funding for 'the National Direct Student Loan
program were dithinished,- it is unclear how severe the Overall
effect would= be. Any reduction in the number of loans would be
concentrated-_ among students from lower- income families, Since
they comprise 65 percent of the recipients of direct loans. But
participation in the program might -not be curtailed sharply by a
redtiction in federal funding. =Direct loans are -made from- re.-
volving loan funNsnaintained -by colleges and universities.

.0%
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Currently, of the more than 3;400 -revolving funds at educationalinstitutions, over 700 are totally selfsustaining, requirihg nocontinued 'federal capital` contribution. Thus, a reduction in
-federal funding would= not alter the lending. patterns of. the ;700'self-;su-staining fundd at all. "Many of the other 2,700 -institutions haVe sizable revolving funds so- any reduction -in federal
capital contributions would nat. significaritly alter the avail-ability of direct 'ottani at these institiOni either.

State Student.. Incentive Grants (SSIG). These grants offer amechanisin throUgh Which the federal. government could nroVideincentives to states. that would -increase the amount of availablestudent- aid for.: relatively- little additional federal investment.As with- the GSL :program, the SSIG :prograin is -dependent upon.cooperatiOn from other entities- -in this case the states--so-simply Increasing the level of federal funding would not ensureprogram expAsion.

OPTIONS THAT ALTER INSTITUTIONAL -AID PROGHAMS

Incremental changes could- alsb 'be -made that would addressdirectly the. federal "goal of assuring a strong 'system of highereducation. Approximately 10- perCent of the 'funding for post-secandary eduCation is designed to help educational. institutions. among the programs -of this type are those- authorized byfl.tle VII .of the Higher Education Act of 1965, Mach, as,amended
in 1976, author iizes the appropration- of "such stims as. may be"necessary to4teli institutions witty-the costs of campus -rendva!-tion and reconstruction undertaken (1) =to- conserve energyi, -(2) 'tomeet environmental protection- standards and health and safetyreq0.-re.thents,, or -(3) -to= remove architectural 'barriers to the--handicapped. Under this Title, $4 -million' was appropriated forinstitutional loans in flOcal year 1978.-_ ,Bzit there is mountingpreOsure' from colleges and universities to \i

\c
ncieaSe this fundingbecause Onantitipated,increaaes: in energy are forcinginstitutions to renovate their facilities a faster titaetablethan originally planned, 'and because insti cations are expendingconsiderable amounts of money to accommodate aridicalip-ed persons.

Compared to the $4 million that -haw been appr'opriated forconstruction loans, the American COuncil on -Education (ACE)projects that approxiMately 00 billion is needed for the typesof construction and renovation -"covered by Title VII. The ACEfurther .suggests that $380 million be authorized in grants and
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The .President originally requested 15.0 million in loan. funds .
for fiscal year 1919 -to- =begin a federal effort- -in this area.
`Subsequently request was ohanged-- -to- 1$50=:million in _grants._
This- change was made .hecause- the _Administration believes that
sufficient incentives are not available -to entice institu.
tioni3 to borrow money to retrofit :buildings. to.. accommodate the
haridicaPPed.

. . ,.-..

_Ei thqr loans or -- grants would, cost _the. federal government
about_ the -same In_ the -short_ rtin,_ thotigh _a loan-_;prograM. _costs -less-
-Over tite;.-because- loans ,are -repaid-," In addition,_ it Is not
clear that insufficient incentives -_ are air-ail-able_ to -' -make loans-
attractive. .The :retrofitting of physical facilities_ to actOinino

- date. zthq-,handicapped- is mandated by law and Mist be Undertaken= if
"7-listreilt-iiiiceiareT't:o retain- -federal , ftinding.' It _seeitis--.-asz thouer
thia_liandate . ddes- provide- the incentive- -for- InStitut ions- to.

:

.pursue -- sfich-_,2profects,- and' low - interest loan_ s would- _provide
.

l.
substantive relief.

_to

.

Another iforri:Tof,LinStitutional___aid.. is'- delivered. through- the_
Special :PrograMS -foi tiie__DisadVantaged°,._ Jhesie-programa -have been
appropriated: -0.15:Million= An -fiscal_ year 1978. A recent -eaiva-
tion- of one ''of _these _PrOgrams-, = Upward- -Bound-,_ with an annual;
appropriation of $4- -million-,- shows:L:64 'it has: been -effectiVe .in-

.. preparing and-zencouraging_stUdents--froni disadvantaged backgrounds-
-to -enter and -remain =in_ college. -2/ thin3,- incremental changes- in
these _programs- -may-, _repreSent _an- =effective to -enhancing
equality. of educational_ _oppaffunity,._ ---_-

Alse,_ -$_120 =minion- Jima been' ,appropri4ted- for developing'

institutions- - In fiscal year -1978. ; -These -finds traditionally
have 'been channelled to a_ _Select grOup of -inStitutions, -many

disadvantaged minority students and-' ..._

11 Higher Education Expenditure Targets tor FY79, a memorandum
from the American Council- on Education =to staff members of
House and Senate Budget Committees, =and Congressional Budget
Office.

2/ U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of
Education, Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation,
Evaluation of the Upward Bound Program: A First Follow-Up,
1977.
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waaaL ctrguient-s -oz-,t.ne population are- beingAi-slated. The' long-Tana-,IMPact_dotild be .to dilute the focus, forassisting -these unique types-af ;inititutione.
the array of-,alternative. budget options Oteseitted In this-Chapter 'illustrates the "extent incremental changes can,be used= to effect change; ;ObtriciuSly, Major .irogrant alterations,such as those = discussed in _Chapter III,. are,moS appropriate forredirecting the inajor emphtsi& of federal :programs. Incremental

_ changes are effective for Chirtitelling .finde th_,specifid areas _orin making marginal changeit -in the-,emphasca:- various goals.
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The estimates in this appendix: are-based on 11.-12. 3946,, whiCh
-,-

pritifideS, 'for a-- refundable tuition -tax credit that would ;provide
,op to 150 percent., of, tuition paid_ by d. family. in any year up to
the .follbiaing maximum: dredits: . '

From-;;August,- l978' toJuly .31, =198e: $ ?60 to .
=Undergraduate- collegiate and- postsecondary Vocational
edUdation- tuitiOn -expensee and-. fees.

b =Float Auguat,__1980-:_through ;July,_ -$5067--ti3;--'-full--_tiateundergraduate, collegiate and postsecondary vocational,
education tuition expenses and- -feea, -and to elementary and`Secondary expensea_ and_ _fees-.

49814----4-50-04t6==ali--el-einetilarys. -secondary., and-
--poataecond-atr7stvdenre. for -tuition expensew and -fees.

As repc -from the Senate- Finance Committee, there isdisdlePency ihetween. the language of the bill_and the language of,the -ac-companying,'..report .on. IOW_ other -forias of student finandial
assistance- (-gielks aric11seholarshipa)=-=ithotti&----be--,considered in--determining -hoW lam-iIfifas.-to pay in any year.Two complete' sets --of data are provided to reflect the costs and-distributioffia associated, "with e-ach,..Triterpretatioti,---TableaArl.
and 1-4_ reflect the languages -of -whidh -states that allother'-forms Of financial assistance -mtiat-'be _deducte&-diredtlyfrom iftualifying expenses-,i(tuition, :and. fees), _Tables.,_A.±-3 en&-''A-4- are -b-ifee&-78rithe language of the report,-7-which- litatekr.thatall other forms of financial assistance can -be distributed at the-discretibn, of donor to- all educatiOnll expenses. To aprOxiniate-the effe4 of this _provision, -othee`foiras- of student_ assistancehave- beeiii=.diatribtited to all educational_ expenses-, ..based o_ n the-prOportibil-- that each type of - 4se,---repreperits of .-the =total-tsCuddht budget._ , The estimate- =been- adjusted- to account forIthe,flOw of stlidents___intp- and out of school.
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. TABLE A-1. - TOTAL COSTS OF H.R. '3946, BY REFUNDED AND NONREFUNDED
COMPONENTS IN-MILLIONS OF DOLLARS, AND PERCENT DIS-
TRIBUTION OF BENEFITS BY INCOME CLASS, ASSUMING THAT.
ALL STUDENT AID GRANTS MUST BE USED'' TO REDUCE ELIGI-
BLE EXPENSES (TUITION AND FEES) PRIOR TO DETERMINING
ELIGIBILITY FOR THE TAX CREDIT

Fiscal
Year Total CoSt

Itp,funded
Component

Nonrefunded
Component

19.78 19- ___ --,--_, . 19

1979- -505 -* 76 -429-

1980_ 137' 114. 72-3,1

1981 2,233 255 2;028

1982- 4,019- 476' 3,543
1983 4,7%)- 552 4,238

Income -ClOs -Percent of Tatalfeiiefits for-3u1tion- ExpenSes
_ in Calendar Years

-Family' Income

4,

1978'_ 1979- `-1980- 1981 '1982 1983

,- -- -
$0-5,000 4 4 3 5 5- .5

$5-10,000 3 3 3 4- 5 5

10-15,000 7 7 8 9' 9 9

$15 -20, 000= 11 11 14 15 14 14.
$20-25,006 19 20 19 18 18 18.

$25= 30;000 16 17 16 15 15 17

$30-40,000 20' 20 191- 17 17 17

$40-501000 -9 8 8 8 8 8

$50,000M- 11 11 10 9 9 9:

_-
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TABLE A-Z. 'COSTS OF THE- POSTSECONDARYb.GAPONENT OF. H.R. 3946, BY
;REFUNDED AND NONREFUNDEDCOMpONENTS- (IN MILLIONS OF
/ DOLLARS), AND PERCENT. DISTRIBUTION-OF

BENEFITS .BY IN-
I COME CLASS, ASSUMING THAT ALL STUDENT AID GRANTS MUST

BE-USED TO REDUCE ELIGIBLE EXPENSES (TUITION AND FEES)
PRIOR TO DETERMINING. ELIGIBILITY FOR THE TAX CREDIT

FisCel
Refunded o NonrefundedYear °e Total -Cost' Component ComponentI .

-; r_
r

1
/

1948 19. .....
19

1079 505 -.11, 76- ; 4291980 717 11 -4 603
;1981 1,301 202 1,099

.

f 1982 2,226 352 1,8741983 . 2,914 =442 2,472. . ,

Percent of Iota) Benefits. for -Tuition Expenses
in Calendar Years

Income Class 1978 '19:79 1980 1981 1982 1983

$0-5,.000

$5-11,000
$10-15,000
$15-20,000
$20-25,000
$25- 30,000-

$30-40,000
$40-50,000
$50,0'00+ i

4

3

7

11

19

16

20

9

11

4

3

7

' 11
i20

'17

20-
B

10,

4
.-.

.,

.7

10-

-19

'16

20

9

12

i

7
5

-8

11-

18-

15

18

8-

10

i

7

5

9

12-

18

14

17

8

10

7

---5

9

12

17

14

18-

8

10

,59,

-70



TABLE A-3. COSTS OF H.R. 3946, REFUNDED AND NONREFUNDED
.

.COMPONENTS (IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS), AND PERCENT DIS-
TRaUTION. OF BENEFITS BY INCOME CLASS, ASSUMING THAT
OTHER FORMS OF STUDENT AID (GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS)
CAM4E APPLIED TO ALL EDUCATIONAL EXPENSES,' THUS RE-
DUCING iLIGI4ILITY- FOR THE'CREDIT ONIff-BY THE PROPOR-
TION OF STUDENT AID APPLIED TOWARD QUALIFYING EXPEN-
SES ,

Year Total Ccist
Refunded Nonrerurided
Component doivoneiit

1978 25 . -., 25-

1979 .751 153 598
1980- 1,231 241 '990
1981. 2,-483 452 4431.
1982 4,789 -727 4,062.
1983 5,751 853 4,898 .

Percent of Total -Benefits= for Tuition Expenses
in ca:endar 'Years

Income ClaAs 1978= 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983

, $0-'6,000 11 11 7 8 8 8-

-." $5.40,poo-- 8 8 6 7 7 7
$10-15,000 .12 13 v 11 11 11 1 -1

$15-2o,0o0 . 14 ':1,:4'k, 15, 15 16 , 15

$20-25,000. 14 -:-- 16'" 16- , 16- :16
$25-30,000 12 ,- 1 21 13c* 13 \-"--13 13

$30-40,000 15 14 : -16 15 15 15-

6 6 - 7- 7- 7 7

$50,000+ 8 7 9 a 8 :8 8
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TABLE COSTS OF THE POSTSECONDARY- COMPONENT OF H.R. 3946, BY
,REFUNDED AND NONREFUNDED COMPONENTS (IN MILLIONS OF
-DOLLARS), ANMPERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF BENEFITS BY- IN-
_dOME-CLASS, ASSUMING THAT-OTHER TORMS'OF STUDENT- AID

i. (GRANTS- AND_SCHOLARSHIPS)-CANIE APPLIED-TO-ALL-EDU-
CATIONAL-EXPENSES, THUS NZDUCING,ELIGIBILITY FOR THE
CREDIT ONLY-BY THE PROPORTION OF STUDENT AID APPLIED
TOWARD QUALIFYING EXPENSES

Fiscal
Year , Total Cost

Refunded Nonrefunded
-Component Component

1978- 25. NM 25
1979

. . 751 153 598-
=1980- 1,111 241 870-
1981 1,900 398 1;502
1982 2098 602 2,396
1983 3,886 749 3,137

PO'reent of- Total Benefits for Tuition Expenses
in-Calendar Years

Income.Claes 1978= 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983

$0-5,000 11 11 IO 11 II 11
$5-104000 8 8- 8 8 8 8
$10-154000 12 13 12 12 12 12
$15-20,000 14 14 13 14' 14- 14
$20-25;000 14 15 14 14 14 14
$25-30;000 12- 12 _ 12 12 12- 12
$3040,000 15 14 10 15 15 15
$40-50-000 -6 6 7 6, 6
A50,000+- 8 7 9 8 8 8
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APPENDIX B. THE COSTS AND, DISTRIBDTIONAL IMPACT OF H.R. 12950, A
TUtTIO TAX CREDIT, REPORTED BY THE HOUSE WAYS AND

.MEANS, COMMITTEE

The- estimates in this- appendix are based on- H.R. 12050,which provides for a nonrefundable tuition tax credit.that-would cover up to 25 percent of tuition paid by a faiiiity in anyyear for undergraduate students or postsecondary vocationaleducation Students., The credit"- could be claithed only for stu-dents enrolled full--time durtr* at least four_ months of a- quail,-
fying calendar year or enrolled part-time, bUt at least half,-
time, during at leaat eight months of a calendar year. Thecredit .would apply to tuition and course fees in calendar years
1978:through, 1980, but not thereafter, with the following maximumcredit levels: $100 for calendar year 1978, $150 for ;calendaryear 1979, and' $250 -for Calendar year 1980:

-Under- thia-bill, other -student _grants and-- scholarships= would-be distributed- to all educational-costa 1:i:determining hoii muchtuition- -a family las paid- in -the -year To:_approximate- this pro-,,,
vision,. the CEO- estintate. :assumes_ -that all grants .--and scholar-'ships-are distributed proportionally to- qualifyineeXpenses-
(tuition) and-other-expenses (zoom -and board-, etM--

The bill would prOvide a new tax expenditure in the follow-,
ing amounts:

o $15 millica in- fiscal year 1:978,

$374 million in fiscal: year 1979,

$612 million in fiscal year 1980,

o $657 million in fiscal year 1981-,,and

o $0 in fiscal year 1982.

These estimates were derived from the Congressional BudgetOffice's tuition tax credit simulation model. Adjustmentshave been made to account for the proportion of part - time--under;graduate students who- attend at leapt half-time and the- propor-.tion of these students who are in school for at least eightmonths of a calendar year. Another adjustment has been made'f,or the flow of students into and out of school.
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APPENDIX C. A TECHNICAL DISCUSSION OF THE BASIS
FOR THE TAX CREDIT ESTIMATES

To estimate the costs and distributional effectS of varioustuition tax credit proposals, the Human Resources and Community--
Development (HRCD) Division of the Congressional Budget Officehad developed a- computer ,simulation model.

Recent Refinensents. The modeling technique used for thisI cost estimate includea the,fallowing three refine6ents over
:previous, preliminary--CB0-efforts-

taestimate-the- impact:74:7tuition =tax credits: h

b- Improving the way -in which ther'veterans' subpdpulationof student_ 's approximated. The effect of this -re-vision is to- diminish the number of low-inzame _studentsand slightly_ increase the benefits -to families from
highereAncome classes.

o Incorporating the 1977 tax- law into the lax credit costsimulation. This-revision- reduces slightly the averagefamily- tax liability and thins reduced- slightly the costsof the nonrefundable portion of tax- credit plan., Iiithe case of H.R. '12050, thid- has -0 appreciable_ effectbecause the credit is nonrefundable."

a Previous CBO estimates of tuition tax credits- calculatedthe credit On- a family unit basis. This =somewhat over-
estimated the cost of ,nonrefundable tax credits becausetax 'returns may .be
family. Thknew dat;Thase -permits the credit to- becalculated On tax filing unit baSts. Thus, the incomes
arid stibsequent tax liabilities of the economic units
Lamily--units with one or mare filing units) are smallerin the new data base than in previous estimates.

Data Sources. The Survey of InCome and Education (SIE)-, alarge sample survey of -the population taken in the spring of 1976by the Cinsus -Bureau, is used As the core data ,base for theModel. -The -SIE includes a distribution of student's and familyunits in various income classes by the type and level of school-ing (private/public,
postsedondary/elementary-seddridary, etc.-).
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The federal _tax Module of the -Math -model (developed:by

Mathematica-Incorporate4 was modified to simulate 1977 ta* law

on the SIE:data., This model calculates the earned-income tax
credits, the -personal credits, and the tax liabilities of the

individual tax_filihg units=in -the data-base. The child care tax

-credit and the prdposed-education tax credits have-been simulated

using data-in. the CEO model. .1

SI-riteT--the SIE, does not renbit the -educational expenses
incurred by studeniSi it was -- _necessary to merge expenses and

benefit data from other sources with the SIE. These sources

include:

o The National Center for Education Statisticsndata-on

postsecondary and= elementary-secondary enrollments,
tuition-and total cost in postsecondary education, public/

private distribution of students, and nonfederal levels of

student assistance.

o- The -Office of Education --a- -model for estimating" Basic-

-Grants costs which- -tile number and size of Basic

Grants awards income class and data on the size and

distribUtion_of Supplemelital

o- The American -Council on Education= (Cooperative Instith-,

tionaI -Research Program)- -data- On the - -overlap- ;between

federal and= nonfederal student assistance.

o The NinthAhnualt. Survey- Of the National AsSOCiation- of

State Scholardhip and -Grant Programs--data on the number,

of awards- 40nount of funding provided for state

scholarships.. *,
!

_ -
The Couhcil.of Graduate Schdols and the National Science-

Foundation -- data= -on the -dumber and -size- of awards- to

graduate students.

All voliables were adjusted- for projected annual changes.

limits of the Cost Estimating Procedure. . Computer-based

simulation models only approximate the actual- conditions that

,affict the costs and effects of proposed changes. Unita-

tiol# ot the model CBO has developed include the following:
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-The model assumes a static student populatioh. It .does
not include entries to or exits from-schools during- the
academic year. Thus, :the-modelaSSUMes there_are four
undergraduate classes eligibiie :for -the credit; whereas,
in fatt,,therenre'slightiy-more"thah-fOur.

Students' whoonly -attend diiring. the-spring semester of a calendar
yenr-would, be eligible for a fuil-Credit, depending upon;,
their-tuition cOsts, and entering students for the fall
semester also would be- eligib1e-lor the full credit if-their fail-tuition- -coats were high enough. lh effect,
therefore, _five ,undergraduate claStes -a, year would
generate =tax creditg, rather than the four incorporatednto-the ilodell The effect of -rh16- phenomenon is to
underestimate costs from 8 to 15 percent.

Fall ehroliMentfigures are-used U.-represent the- stUdent
,population. This-however, does mot reflect the attri-=
tion that occurs throughnut the7-academic year. To the
extent -that

Attrition-Is-tot-captured-in-the CBO model,
the-cost OtiMate-will-be-too-high.

o 1 ,The =CB0 estimate
ds=baSedl-on-theassnmption that other

Student_assistarideprograMi-remain-at:Current levels: If'federalaid
as currently proposed=

by coamittees- of- both-the House and-the-Senate, the costof tax credits liunt14 decline. -The new-recipients-of
-other forms -of federal

assistance-wouldbe contributihg
less- toward tbeir tuition costs, and, therefbre,_-they-
-142.uld.quaiify for leSs-tax credit.

t. U.S. GOVVINMINT PRINTING Ma 197$ 0--21-415
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PREFACE

4

The fourth annual ronference of theNortheast Assoctatidn InstitiatIonal

Research was held from October 27 through October 29 at:the New Eng-find C

for Continuing Education, University of Hampshire, Durham, New Hampsh

The. purpose of this year's conferfince was twofold:
-

*To digseminate information about the'methods and content of
%institutional planning and research.

6

*To provide a forum in which institutional researchers can
discuss and seek assistance in theit comnbn tprobl.ems.

The conference focused on varioOs Arspectives of the role of institutional

research in atime of retrenchment: policy analysis, economic assumptions, _

resource management, academic planning and cooperative statewide planning. Among

the themes addressed were:

*Enrollment Projections and Financial Planning.

*Institutional Efficienty and

*Planning for Growth in Adult

effectiveness
I

and Continuing 'Education

*Student Attrition and Consumerism

*Gdvernmental Regulations and Reporting Requirements

*Evaluation Studies anAcademic Program Review' ,

A
_ .

The keynote this year was delivered by Dr.-Marilyn Gittell, Assistant Vite
_.---.

. i

President and Associate Provost of Brooklyn College.4 Dr.,64tteli, a.pofitical

..

, ,--N
science researcherhas gupefvised institut/onal research at Brooklyn College

.

.

.
,

where she attempted toput institfitional research into a policy process. Basing

her rearks on, these experiences,,she addressed one of this year's conference
-,-

. themes: "Does IROnstitutional Retrenchment?" Her emphasis included the need

for ins,titulional researchers to become mor6,actian eiented, and more central

.to,an institutioh's plaling-Orocess; for their work to become tied to policy
..

.
.

. .

. .

planning, and for. their work to expand to include program evaluation, self=-.

.....
.

evaluation, internaland market analysis, and research to meet the neecjs of all

4
-1-4
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ccnetituenti of the institution. -

.

The'paperi contained in this publicatipn were submitted in photo-ready copy

by the individual participants. These papers do not represent all the papers pre--
.-4

stinted but rather; orb, those which were submitted by the presentors Thus, many,

of the presentations at the conference are unfortunately-not refle0e4 in these

proceedings. However, the submitted papers do proVide an accurate profile of the

tenor and tone of the conference.

The conference evaluationi were overwhelmdngly positive LI the success of

the conference can be attributed in great part to the untiring efforts of the many'

individuals, including the Conference.Arrangements Committee: ALBERT ELWELL,

University System of NeZHampshire, and .ERIC BROWN, New Hampshire College and

University Council: In addition, the help.and support Of JAN SCHEIBEL and PAT

CARON orthe.NECCE staff can not be overemphaized.

Program Committ4 reponsible for the-program were:

WILAM FENSTEMACHER, University of Massachusetts-Bosto
JAMES SELGAS, Harrisburg Area Community College, PM'
HELEN WYANT4-State University of New York at Buffalo

In addition, the contribute ns of the Conference Convenetif should not go

.1%
unnoticed.and these people were:

(Ch.)

WILLIAM FENSTEMACHER, Univertity of Massachusett-Boston (Ch.)

STEVE BIRRELL, University of:New Hampshire
MOLLY BROAD, Syracuse Univetsity
ERIC BROWN, New Hampshire4tollege and University Council

MARVIN COOK, Boston University
THEODORE CROMAjK, Johnson:ttate College, VT
ALBERT ELWELL, University- System -of New Hampshire

TOM FENCIL, New England College, NH
ERNEST GREENBURG, New Hampshire College
JANICE HASTINGS, Keene,State College, NH'
ADOLPH KATZ, New Jersey Department of Higher Education
WENDELt LORANG, JR, State University of New York at Albany

HANK MUNROE, New Habohire College and University CounCil

ALBERT'ROBERGE, Vermont Technical College

.

Larry Benedict, University of Massachusetts,

A for the NEAIR Publications Committee
r.%.
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DEVELOPING ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS FOR THE SO's
,

Dr. James R. Speegle
Director, of Planiiing:Projects

Rochester Institute of Technology

3

. Economic Adsumptiond are the building' bloc for Apy rational.
1
.

planning. effort.. The assumptions that araUaed are the direct outcome

of institutional research. Beginning with Chat premise, his paper will

describe the key role assumptions occupy in'implementing a process of

planning as learning, and define several of the plajor assumptions that,
t ,

have been developed-at the Rochester Institute of Technology.

Planftingat BIT is guided by tithe following principle: planning is

a learning process involving the total Institute community and beyond t hat,
i7
will result in rather than...crises oriented reaction.

Two major,acavities then`nre to establish a "best guess" abou the future

enrivonment for -the institution and carefully

or assumptions, upon whichthat best guess is

the planning process is not completed; it has

available is a set of tools foi. understanding.

point Presently.

describe,the major components,

built. When this is done,

only, begun. What is now

RIT finds-.itself at this

. Undoubtedly everyone(C-il agree that you have to make assumptions to

build an economi model; no great wisdom there! What may not be agreed

.

upon, or understood, is that the assumptions must be made explicit, clear,

so that their genisis cansimple statements so that all can react 'to them;
;,

be described; so that their factual basis can be tested; so thdt they can

be modified basedton.the interaction and the unfolding.of, the future. It

is in this_process'th understanding can be achieved and a plan for action

constructed.

4

4
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If the assumptions are carbfully developed and widely shared it

is.my contention that you are a set of testable hy pothesis that can be

rationally debated. _You pro-41de an opportunity' to test variations and

"what if" possibilities. Ybh have a
pp

onithe historical accuracy of
.

your assumptions. Tnshort, the model that rests on the assumptions

does not become cast in conctete, the shibboleth, the cause celebre; it

'is a working, changing tool for underpandiaig.

Maybe I have repeated myself in these introductory remarks; pleasd!be

assured it is not out of some narcissistic tendency but rather a result

of my conviction that this is an important proceed too often ignored. If

44
I am too critical, I apologize. However, I have witnessed nit, many. instances

. ,

in institutional research and planning where the end.justifies, or hides the

means. Process and means are equal to or greater,than the ends if planning

is to be considered a redrning process.

Now that you have sat.through that polemic, let me more quietly guide
e_

you through some of the major assumptions that we have developed for use in

the planning"process at1RIT.

It 4111, perhapt--, come as no surprise 'that we assume inflation will

be a major feature of current and future educational environments. We further

assume that inflation fo higher education will gutpace general inflation by .

3/4% and that by the eni of the study,period (1990) will have compounded

at the rate of 6% per,year. What tpen.ars the basis of these assumptions

regarding ihflatioh? '

,

*
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i.
First, it was established-that historically there was ,,31 inflaion,

, :.re'gap. This gairelates to al feiturea of hiiher education: 1t is'

labor intensive it does nothave the structural advantage of industry

with its ability t4; increase productivity by.the employment of capital

through the use,of technology lnd machinery; it is subject, to a wide range

of publicly 'mandated social programs. Based Upon this analysis, a

rather obViaUs case can be built that the educatiahal dollar will erode

,

at a faster rate than the general dollar. The basis for the 1 3/4% differen-

tial is found in.the historicaltiommentation of the deVelopment of the

Higher Education Price Ilidex (HUI):

What can be assumed about-the.offsets for this inflationary spiral?

In the 1960's which are now counted amohg "the good old days" there were -

1'
several factors which robbed higher education of the joys of dealing with

knflation: enrollment growth:and the "passythroUgh" concept of educational

pricing was one significant factor. The other major ingredient was income,-

transfers from Other economic sectors: the percentage of GNP devoted to

education more than-doubled to 24% during those years. The 1970's Piave

been wi ess to a severe leveling of both trends; the steady state ip now

-anapt description. The 80's? Any projections that have been examined suggest

that the rising and steady cttrves of the past two decades will take on a
.

decidedly negative tilt. Thu's, in a,set of overly brief and simplified remarks,

I have exposed public enemy number one, inflation..

Armed with this set of assumptions, an Institution must ask what can

be done about inflation and develop a second set of assumptions. It appears



),

.e Y ..

that internal adjustments are the wary source. ,of praectiou agaii

.

,

the-ravages of inflation. Canwe piss through the entire impact of.
.

,
,,

. ,

.,
inflation to student charges? Lillis ds hardly a prudent

A
step, parOculirly

: .;

.: /
. for independent institutions, in light of a developing, 41Scretionity

. i

attitude toward-higher education. Can voluntary sypport and endowment_- ,

return compensate-for-the lost revenue With greater'effort on instite---

tionaliadvancRnient there is some hope6ia.partial offset but the economic
, :. ... -.

e. n
.

iionmeht impacts these areas allo. The primary focus of 4nternal acquit-

. \

.-
..?

.

reflected,in the ratio of faculty to student.(or staff to students). t
AK

P,
assumptions have been developed regai7ding-increasing thia ratio; speOlically

_.

% i ...

from its current level'of approximately 16:1 to' 20:1 in 1990._ Needless'to

,..f

say, such an' ssumption recluires much definition and debate - but thisis
..

*

ments well fall on that element of e'ducifional activity referred to as .

.4- acuity and staff productivify. -As an abstraction, productivity Ia.

- vital to a learning process.

- P

Since the productivity assi4tiOn:is ek4 primary 1.ineof defense aga-inst.,
,

af

inflation,'I will descH.6 briefly how we havA .0proaehe4 this vital, but
.

We have related thediscuSsion of productivity to the projectedvolatile area.
4

number'of-faculty,Jcompensatibn increments, instructional resoutcadollars,
,

. .

anda the educational deliuOky system. The analysis of the latter two related
,. -''

..

facto61wi11edemonstratei at least partially, how TUT is-dealing with this
-r

.
.

.

-.=,4 l

issue.

',.. .

.

% By developing-.projections of the instruc tional/resource dollars available
,

..
. ;. .V

per FTE student fn both cRrrent and constant dollars we, were able to stress
,,

% _.

07..

\b A.
ec

.9

Ale
4
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I

t

,
-

the Important role productivity plays in Tirairenti`ng further erosion,. As
g

it is, there is an erosion of well.ovier 200 dollars per FEE atuntbetween

1976'and 1990. Inflation is Clearly the caprit and productivity 'the hedge.

..' : .
C

IN.0 : , .. .. .
M SiAce RIT is co tted lsk quality instruction, productivity will have

4

..-
. . .4

to be seen in `a -broader way that just more ,stpdents "fla an :individual faculty-
_

.4 / ... :

... es

member's classroom, altlioughthe-traditional view of studentifadulty radios
.

:
.

.
.

. - '--.,/
seems to inevitably -focus there. As an abstraction, however, the ratio does

not reflect other decision variables tbat. can'contribute to increasing

prodUctivity. Greater use'of,instructionartechnology) changing teaching
te

loads,,,independent study, efficient use of facilities, and an eclectic, approach

.= to instructional methods are all means of. etbancing productivity. -The number
. .

or courses in a college that are duplicative are as detrimentgl as inflation

-in terms of decreasing instructional expenditures per FTE student and holding ..

4,.down productivity. Thesedecision variables will have to be given due considera-,

tion as'we prepare for the difficult

enrollment.

projected in the 80

s gnificant area in mhiph assumptions must be developed iA

pot4 were the developed .by RIT? One,clear stimulus was the4
. ,

excellent work done.by the New York State Education Department in projecting
.

statewide enrollment patterns., Based upon institutional master Nanning

efloits and careful trend analysis, the atate has projected a 30% decline

in the traditional student population between new and 1990. ,In addition

they provided a set" of assumptions on how_that decline would impact differen-

tially on institutions across the state., These assumptions were bafed.upon

"
geographic idcation, program, and other factors. The most important element.

. :.)"' . ', ;pi-,

,p 41. ;
,

..' -.
was institutional demand-or attraCtiveiess. This insight provided,by the

s. _ . .
.. _ .. . . ; . - ..... 6 ,1,A

o
, 1.

. '47

I



.

is

-S- tate Education Deparfient,.ind wiaely
,

publicizea I might add, caused

. 0 ,-- _

RIT to examine.thok assumptionsssiiuptions in order to plot our own enrolIffient
. \

patterns.
O

I
st.. v

...
, .

. It was a surpri to learn that we-were nof,classifded as'a
, ..-

.. i - .
.

high demand institution and it was assumed that the impect.of enrollment.-
.

, :.

1

declines would be felt, more severely at, RIT. Since the EducationDepart

went carefully described their assumptions we were able to test their

,,validity.. demand was based in part upon a.ratio-of enrollment to applica-
%

(

tions.. In examining this concept we'discovilpd that a large segment of our
.

omps

,
. 1.

applicaniapool was never counted - those who appl)ed, but because space
4.

liiitations their applications were returned and never processed. "Through
1

, -

Chi's arialyela, the assumptions acouf enrollment were altered. to'retlect a
,
-

......s
s .,- .

simphat more optomiStie, but realistic projection. Obviously, there are
.

. _

.considerably mce.variabled that make up enrollment assumptions and the
, - .. , ,. /.

.....,- . - , .
.

A .

,.0,redultant projectional-but I use this example to stress the
.

edueative nature
.

of clearly stated asdumptions.

' 4

Although I have not,heenibcrspepific ablt the actual assumptions
e 1.,

'--

developed fot. RIT, i-tin say we have developed- 18 Majordassumptions.about
* t .

such areas as: ,student changes, gpvernanat,,7caMpus housing, staffing and

compensation,. voluntary support, endowment, public, energy and several
_,-

, ,

Others. These are currently bding discussed by all members of the Institute
A

community. °'

*11,

Whether ou personally agree or disag a with e assumptiodi that I
3.1

Air

h a. W-described i UnimOrtant; the faCt t there is an assiumption 'for%

you to agree or disagree with is the important element of my message this

aterpoon. I will be happy to expand on any It you may,,be interested in

12discussing. Thank you.'

. r
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institutional Institutionalnstitutional Retrenchment, and ResobrceNanagement
i t - ,

,
. . ,,4.i

, t , Dwight C. Smith, -Jr.f
.

'
Office of Inst.- Research -'

i
. .. 4,.U.Ar.r. at Albans,

The conference foCus on Institutional Research in a Time of Retrerich-
.-' .

-----.')
f. Th

ment,implie& that there may be something different about cur toles/in
....-

Ouch a time. hat..implication seems to have generated.its own challenge

'46ithin each ,-af_us:

systems standpoint,

-
.tion ia support of

changed; our chief

Is anything really different? ,Erom an objective
r

.nothidgAis.
\

sponsibilities to provide informa-

decision-making about resource management have not.
. ,

executives need workload and enrollment Information in

'pod times as Well as and our efforts are needed to all seasons.

but even as we ddefend the objectivity of our professional responsibil-

ities we all know that good times and bad ticks are not the same. though
"^sr

our systems and processes Are unchanged, the decision -` `:caking environment'
a

is clearly different iii ways that'have considerable impact upon the data

and analyses we are called -won to produce. The precipitating factor is
k

--,

obvious. As an institution grows in programs, students and faculty, its
's

4
i t ,

4
Cmanagers

f

have a different attitude toward their sourcola o& suppor &ind the
.

.

processes of

in size.

than when the instiktIon is stable or ,declining

ong as there is growth, new demands can be met by new'

resources. From an institutional standpoint, the significance of those

resources ,.4s not simply that they are "new" -- indeed, as budgets grow by

minimum inCrebentsv'a new position may have less value than an older one

. , :
. .

but that.no4,
,,

one else on
-
campUs'has an existing cLaimt o them. .No oxen are

,

.

gored when new, faculty lines are generated; the need to bet met tan be
.-

examined objectively ,(even abstractly) on its own merits as a desirabIelw'

justifiable purpose.,
.

.%

-Let circumstances change, how

,

ever, and a valid need emerge during .a

,
tine in which resources are not increasing -- or a requirement to cut beet(

4 be announced -- and allocation ass a different character in the minds'

4



o f its participants. All resources, now are claimed, and the proceSs of
.

v ,-
. *reallocation to meet anew need means denying an existingclaim.

Decisions are no longer abstract and objective; theyiwill hurt,.and.the

hurt must be justified. The actions of the administrator responsible for

. _I
. .

.

reallocation; must bePbuttressed by a defensible wall of logic and fact

0 .

against the responses of those whose existing claims have been denied.

That combination of logic and fact must satisfy, three questions that art

peculiar, in the ordinary setting, to retrenchment and reallocation:

1. Is it necessary? Is the ietrencment crisis (or the new deman4)

real, or has it been manufactured for some purpose?' (7he

wording of thisque'stion suggests that a note bf paranoia may be

an insistent par of the subsequent dialogue.)

2. Why me? By what c eria has the decision been ciade that my

program stould give up resources rather than- another?

3. Who "days so? What consultation has preceded the decision so

that a reasonable person could conclude that my pragram deeds

have had a fair.hearine
1

Behind these, qUestiocI, and the ,circumstances that prompt them,

A

stands'another factor of considerable importance to decision-making in

higher education and_to the role of institutional research in its support:'

the tension'between alternative managemeNit styles. The most recent issue
,

in the AIR/Jossolv-Bass series on "New Directions for Institutipest

.(0
Research" is particularly helpful taken of us in its examination of

tensiorr as the context for our work. Is the Campus to operate on the
,

(1) Carl t. Adams (ed), Appraising Information Needs of Decision Makers,

no. 16 (Autumn 1977) ip "New Directions for Institutional Research"

(San Francigco:' JosseY-Bass, 1977)."

2
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(2)
basiS (to use Earl Cheit's distinction) ... of folk methods -or syst

4

,:-...
.4

methods? We have been through ardecade of continuing advances in the

. . 0'
3--

development of maaaementsystems; the best known products arknainstays
. - N , 4' a

:4 4

of contemporary institutional research. But even as our skills have

increased, the.attitudes and styiesof.campus decision- makers have /

remained More attuned tct"loosely organized collections of professidpn4.1S"(3)
.

that have traditionally cliaracterize4 the college scene. In growth years,
T-

the

4 .

collective, judgmental,approach to resdurce management can survive,

with minimal systems support because no one really gets hurt; a "no"

Uswer can simply mean "not yet", aad_easpirations can remain high. In

.Mimes of retrenchment or reallocation, houevet, no" comes to mean "not

at all", and the decision maker is. likely to need a mare formal and

systematic set of justifications. In this context the,inatitutiodal

-;: ff.%

researcher is best dedcr4ed by Bernard Sheeha ree-hat theoryt1-J as

the hupan interventiontst who, understanding the eispectives of , _

,

Cle0.sion-maker, analyst, an technician, is.ableto facilitate a synthesis

between traditional ademic strategieslof incrementelismand,the products

a

Ft'

1

of,systematic management.

Institutional researchers who have participated in resource management

will'recogaize that role. They are. likely also to recognize, with Adv.

at al; a shared frustration with existing limits and past over - promises of

various information systems. _There are no magic solutions to them; in

many respects the most important advances in the campus use of information

(2) Earl. F. Chei.t, ;'Challenges Inherent
Adams; off cit., p. 59.

/bid, 7

Bernard S.
SUppdrt

2.

in the Systematic Approac1," in

Sheehan, "Reflectioils on the Eftectiveness of Informational
for Decision Makers,'! in Adams, op. cit., pp. 93-95.

T - N
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7.

systems. are those unexportable techn ues de fign d fit local

conditions. Thus, to go beyond ,g er.al exhortations in discussing

resource managem ent in a time o .retrenchment-vith Rersansirepresentine

diverse institutions p. a di ficult task. _Let we advance mil'
I.

)411,ggestions,b1io.weier, that'I think: are exportable and exceedingly useful;
.

-ry

. 4

....,.
._.,

,. that came frkii'-our ealcperienc_e over the.past five years.
*- Ii -- , --

t.; ., .

But .first, a bridef word -about those five years. It becamq evident to

in 1972 that4r physical facilities would not be, en any fuither:

we saw then Vas what we would have available for piedict ble time.

We were coaling close to capacity usage then, and with a limit in sight
"

we knew that the -attitude of expa:nilod 'that had governed the previous/

9t4epde ;(as campus enrollment and faculty had more ',tripled) would have..
to. be replaced by some form of.steady:.state outlook. We began to think

of new, considerablY more modest enrollment projections, The fo/loerihg'.
,

fear that position was strengthened by Allan Cartter's remarks at the

AIR ()concerning future enrollment prospects and tfie

1iIc,4elihood of- teady-state'manageMent. Our adjustments were largely
. . -'

theoretical, ho never, until 1976, when a severe' fiscal. crisis in New York

State mandated retrenchment in faculty a.rideltions throughout SUNY. We

ti

had in the ime taken, time as a campus to begirt a serious examination of

-relative prog am quality, and had done so wit4341/ the context of assumptions

about nisi -- assumptions subsequently clarified-and endorsed hrough

the devei ant of a campus mission statement. Thus we-had a sing bo y\ /of qualitative, judgmental'material available to support the retr tr-hc e ;It

-

decisions that had to be made. lastitutional,research was able\ to,_s_upport
.*

(5) Allan M. Cartier, "Higher Education Under Steady:State Conditions,"
in. Robert G. Cape. (ed), Tomorrow's Imireracives Today (Seattle:
MEI; 1973), pp. 18 -22.



%_
.

' -4-a process with appropriat statistical data as well, and our success

in doing so is a reflection of oar'-respopse to the ,steady-state signals

we received in.1972=73.

1. Trend data. Most reporting systemS emphasize the snapshot

%

. ( approach' to campus anal$rsis: a compre*sive, comparative look at ail
(. ,

. .

programs at the same instant.' The'eAult is a set Aata points
.

.

f._
,.

that do not (in the absence of fairfy sop1isticated analytic tech /iques)
'- ; / t . 4. . _ .--",_--_7 -. - -- r- -

sufficiently reflecevaryin curriculum goals, instructional techqiques,
1

and developmental states. They present a weak structure for justifying

retrenchment or reallocation of one prograM rather than nbther It is

much more effective to assess a department against its own history, and

to be able to point, to the fact (as a hypothetical example) that, over the

five years,,departmentI has had a continually diClining enrollment'

. .

accompanied by staale fatultyresources. The result will be a decrease

of some amount ov time in workload, student faculty ratios, average,
(

class sizes, etc., and corresponding 'increases in unit costs; these

%

Auantitative measures can then be combined with assessments of departmental

Auality and of departmentaj significante to campus mission as a qualitative-

quantitative status report to idfofal the executive responsible for

reallocati& decisions.

. In summary terms, this is what occ at Albady in preparation for
,

the 1976,,retrenchment actions. It was perysibie because we had anticipated.
.-..

,

i

'an eventual need for historic data add,had concentrated our efforts
.. .

between 1972 and 1976 on developing consistent and as accurate as possible

records of enrollments', faculty, and'budget allocations. Based oa this

experience it ma be fair to say that if .a campus waits until it is forced

/into retrenchment to begin_thinking about information needs, it will be

too Lite for institutional researcli;to be effective.



2, Ice-Ilinfomed environment".'Xrumming,comRlaint of Adams at al"'

±` :

.

concerns failures-of timing. Leaving aside for now devefopmempal tying

problems <such as the lead time requi;i4; as noted aboVe, for.the generation

-of trend data), a serious operational problem exists because of conflidting

-."

schedules for academic programming and systematic caMput management.

Budgets must_oftente pfepared,swi'initial allocations. must be made,

before complete and reliable fall enroll:tent statistics (not 'to Mention

.,,subsequent workload "analyses) .become available; external agencies 'become

anxious for "good

dean9iam4t

asse ed before

of us

newe before-a system dam produck a rly tallulations;

their respective faculty workloads will be

teaching assignments have been processed. For many

re has been a lag in systems development, and there may be ways

by which. the generation of final _data can be speeded; but this is not the
1-*

whole solution. Specific decision needs may be met this way, though there

is no guarantee that this will be he case; but beyond them stands the

continuing need of the executive to'be as fully informed as possible. The

response we have develOped is the concept of an informed environment for

decision-making:on-And about the campus.

The informed environment is an environmentlehich supports the

)formulation, implementation and evaluation of institutional policie s and
,,,,

. .-
. . .

procedures. It supports this process not through a one- to-one correspondence

between selected pieces of information and specific decisions but rather .

; .

Mrough the existence of a"longer-terk understanding, by decision-makers, of

Institutional del'elo ent'and the information used to describe that process.,

.

The information,obtain d from current operations supports the process
c

primarily by contributing to a -long term body of knowledge.' .$1t is upon

"this'bOdy of knowledge that the institution reliei for suppCireof specific,

1:4-cisionsand in so doing is freed .from the constraints of the current



'timetable of data C'ollectioa, edit, analysis and presentation.-
1-

. This way of stating the case has its roots in the assertion.that.
.

itinfarmatioa"-is a,Tesource to the campus those proper development can
,

/

increase the effectiveness of thoae more tangible and traditionally

. .

recognised resources of money, staff and facilities. /t recognizes .by

. -
focusing on the-promotion rather than the existence of an informed.'

environment) that institutional research dbes not have exclusive .

_ .

responsibility for/information; at the same time: it. recognizes that

institutional research is the only bffice on campus t..6at has information
.

for its own sake as its primary focus. Zianlly, by focusing on the

environment of decisimaking rather than.= decisions themselves, it

recognizes that institutional research, is a staff unit, and that its

contributions to campus developmeatare not (and should not be) the only

-criteriasby which decisions al4 made.

. dlo
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INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH A TIME OF
RETRENCIWENT: THE ACADEMIC PLANNING PERSPECTIVE

..:. '1

H. R..Kells.
1".

Rutgets University
:. .

..- , , . . .
. .

There is.no question that useful, effective institutional research

and academic planning are liesperatelr_needed'iti a tame -of etrenchnent.
t *r

In such times there is a clear need for'solid, useful information for

decision making and for effective, collaborative procesies.through which

to project into the future the programs and resources of an institution

in order to achieve goals. Retrenchment settings are characterized by

shortages of tike and other fesources, by,partial or complete-inatituabnal

stasis, byqess "room" for'goal displacement bnd !'gut reacftion" management,

by increased-political activity (at least of a certain kind), by shifts

in the level and perhaps the mix of governance styles, by increased fear

by pressure to perform, and by the scrutinizing by unusual audiences of

the activities and the records of..pur actions. There is little need to

elaborate fufther.

Solit may argue, however, and I tend/to aligh myself with this group,

that there is no less desperate a need for effective.institu,tional_research

and academic planning in times of relative affluence and growth. The form

of the damage done through' neffechve action in these areas' may differ

somewhat in the two settings--with over expansion,..poor priorittgs, waste-

r

H. R. Kells is University-Wide Professor 'of Higher Education at Rutgtrs
University; This paper was presented at the Fourth Annual Confe'rence of
the Northeast Association of Institutional Research, Durham, New Hampshire,
October 27, 1977.
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ful-tendencies and the like in the affluent setting; and'pver-reaction
tt

_dangerous across-theboard moves to medincracy'and-the like more prevalent

in the sparcer landscape, ition, the time at r.61.6 ma realize the

damage done (often later in -the affluent setting) May be.differept. put

the impactogn the institution can be equally devastating, in the two. settings --

-4 4-

retrenchment and affluence.

With that pioposition as a ctItext for my, remarks, I will attempt to

make three additional points concerning the academic folanding,perspeCtive,

a

ofinstitutional researchieither setting. The first will concern the

relationship between institutional research and academic planning. The

second will place both'n the management setting. The third concerning

the focus of -our effoktsparticularly in a time of lit tle resources and

2
a time of concentrated, frantic activity:

As a'final introductory comment, I would like to recommend to all

concerned the excellent review preparia'py Dick Richardson and his col-
'.

.

leagues at Arizona State entitled-"The Need for Institutional Planning"

F.

which appeared in the September 1977 issue of ERIC/AARE's Research Currents

(Riehardson'et al, 1977). In it, the attributes of substantive pleading
,

troasses are reviewed and the recent foeus_on sophisticated, technical,

planning models and systems is put in proper perspectivenamely, that the

planning icocess '11 far'Sore.important than the plan which is produced,
0 4 I ,

that a relatively small percentage of institutions with access to sophiiti-

0
eated meth ogles understand them and use them, and that %zeative

k.
chOge... can happ4a only if the more complex, quantitative techniques and

technologically sophisticated models remain our.servants rather than our

masters" (Richardson, 1977 p.6).
P
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/----

Lichardson and his colleagUes refer by implication to ones)/ the

aspects I have, determined- to be important in analysing case expgriences

of collegiate _s-ademic plannIng'oyer 'the last tep years'(Kells, 1977):
_ .

mostefforts at academic plannli4 fail.

do not tesult,in a protess'Which,enables the pro-.

It is clear tekme:that

"'most plann'inglattempls

That is,

fessionals at an institution to meaningfully ptoject the programs, processes

and resources into the future toward the achievement of clearly stated

goils and in -a way which commits the professionals to attempting to fulfill

the plans and to,furthet cyclical analysis and planning. The attempts

often fail not for want of a sophisticated technical scheme (albhough.in

part often because of a naive attempt to impose,somepet scheme in -a

.situation which cries out forsimpler more purposeful endeavor:), but

usually for some very simple reasons. The following list presents in

summary form from my experinCe the major reasons for failure in academic

.4cr.

planning processes.

I. Lack of. consensus on the'goals for pI'annine;

2. Mismatch between planning procedure(s) chosen and the goals for

the process;-

'3. Lack of an adequate basis for plaqming". The confidence to pro-
-

ject effectively (self study and institutional reseaA) is

missing;

Human relations failures:

a) Asking people to do things they 'are not equipped to do;

b) Poor group-leadership;

f 4.
c) Poor commdnicatiocrprocesses in the, group;

d) Not identifying the key resource people;

S



aware
,

e) Not.maktng people aware of one anothers strengths, which

results inlackpf trust' and tack of risk- taking-;- '
. . ,

.
- .

.

f) got using in work assignments with a clear' beginning

and-an end in sight;-

g) Not rewarding participants appropriately; and

h) -Not letting them understand the context for 'their work.
, .

5. raor.process management:

a). Data not available,at the'time when it can be used;

b) Poor timing 0-the process;

c) Inadequate staff assistance;

d) Inadequate,fundiag;

e) Thinking that production of a plan is plapding;

f) Inadequate participation -- therefore, little psychological

"buying in."

A g) Poor commitment from the top; and_

h) Ungleat task assignment; poor charge to the sub groups.

s
(See Kells, Plann

As' can be seen from the character of the list, my experience poipts

,

_
to failures in what one might call the management of the planning prpcess--

-,
^ ,

-

.. .e
',

in both the technical and the human aspects of management. ,It is my

thesis, and this is my second point, that these failures occur in both

academic planning processes and in institutional research processes - rot
. -.!

'.

jupt becapse one I& a necessary prerequisite 'for success in the other (IR

kor1012914.1==bateeause they are both, ff they are to be effective,

people1 PvCesses;'computers, chart, data by the pound, and fancy11/glAttl-

apronymed processes not withstanding; And,.institutional research and

/

r
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,
' - ',. -, i. w (., -:

planning aie part of
.

the management process.-My

. institutional research in .%tirpe'of retrenchment
. _ . _

reminder may help us to keep things i

Institutionallanagers must resist the temptation to overreact in

second'poinC-about

is a' reminder, andstfiip,

. _

peislectile in tough times.-

.

times of retrekhmentto throy the baby out- with .the 6athwatez. If
. " .

presidents, vice presidtniS,.and deans spen4too mach.ttne looking over
. .,

. , ...their shOu,ldei, and it they constantly seek data to deice the case to'pro-
.

.

!::

. .

tent their dopafn, or their job they willjehrow off the balance of the

,

management process. R. Alec MacKenzie prestAted most vividely and'use-
? : .

-

fully the management "wheel":depiction copies of which hang in many offices

and are used in so many panagement courses. It -brilliantly interrelatei

the basic elements of management and illustrates for us in higher.education
S.

the, vital linRs between institutional research at >4 college or university

' and -the other elements of the management process.

Amain.

-C,ONTROLLING ,

'k

(in,:.l. IR)

DIRECTING
t

The point to be made is

rgtrenchment or under any other'circumstances is sialiciently_diverted

ORGANIZING.

STAFFING

4
(See. MacKenzie, 1969)

that if'institutional'res4arch ina time of

from providinka balanced
, .

.

gffering of information (re_outcomet, re
, ..

S.

L.
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.

, r -, ; ,
.-,-

.., 'process matters', re. evaluation, re,finances, re workload-, eic...) to a

%. .1... .-
.

broad profile _of manaiers and other u ers,.and if `the diversion causes a
. ,

.

-.--

severe mismatch between prfoiitymeeds for information and'the focus
,

of

_ (
, , ,..'

.e

the 'research, damage, is done_to managemeneprocess at the instiEution
.

4.- ,

management,6 we usually.know it anethe

.

management of 'learning experi nces.

. ,

This is not a new problem -has-qxlited since the early 1960'1. The
, .

.:: r-
.

.

..,L, ,.

"capture ", Of IR efforts is bemoan-pd'conigually, But it is taking on new
...

4
4

t meaning as the institutional and individbal reactions to retrenchnient

.

accentuate this prnblel. Finafiy, this dislocation.of effort on'displace-

r ment of IR goals is seiJerly felt in the planning processAich sits, right
AD

.

.

1

Lc.
next to IR inthe management "wheel", on a long range and even a daily

1 .
.

basis and which always isuffers from the lack of availability of the right

- .)

information being available at the right time for the right peopleEto use.

......

v
The third and final -point I would like'to make is related to the

1.

4
second and concerns the, specific focus of IR work in a time of diminiihed

. I
resources. Specificall , it concerns the efficfenat'of our processes- -the

.

.economy of effort, or making maximum the results of a gigen amount of
-..

4t .
%

.-
. . k

.

-effort: To illustrate the point, I would like to use an example with
. ,

which all institutional research workers are or sooner or later become
. .

. .!'

quite familiar--the prvess of institutional self study which is conducted

(or ought to be conduc ed)-as part of the Institutional accreditdtion
. -

. ,-
,

rticular 'importance in the'Midc States and New .process. This is of p

England region because

have beeq,<MSA) or now

thing useful rather th

To put. it succintly, i

la the hew, more f lexible' options which either.,
Ow`

fare (NE) available to make this exercise into somt-

i

the expensive diversion it can sometimes become.

s now possible for an institution .coming up for ,

25 -20-
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-realfirmation of accredit idcl io request permission to design (on a.custom-____

made basis) a self st proc -:s which keeps the institution (and particle

/Arly the IR office) foc ing its efforts on current,--real probleins and
-.4

opportunities while also meeting the needs of the-regional accredifAion
. , . -- f - -

..

commissioa. Basically 'there are five approaches which have been developed.
ai.

Approaches -to instilLtional Self Study

1._ Cbmprehensive Self'Study

2. Comprehenti,ive with Specia Emphatles

3., Selected Topics'Approach

4. Curient Special Study ApproaEh
.

5. Regular Institutional Research Approach

'(See:.Educ. Record, 1972 pp. 143-8,
Educ. Record, 1976, pp. 24-8,

---- North Central quarterly, Fall 1977,
MSA Self Study Handbook, pp. 17-21, or
New ,England Commission Gdidelines.)

The MSA Commissiqn has had about seven years of_jexperience using

these approiChes.. Basically, the self study design process muse consider

several faCtors in order that the,institution's needs be well.serveH and
-

in order that the accreditation process can amply seeif the definition
)

of an accredited institution'can be explored for the college in question--

clearly stated goals; achieved in large part; resources (human, fiscal, and .

physical) to continue-to do so.



'Factors in Self'Study Design .

1.' Status of planning on the ,campus; and in the state.
0 :.- ., - .

2: Status of institutional reseafch d in titutional data in general.
. _ .

. ,

3. Understanding of, consensus -on, and stature
,.

Of institutional goals

/

and problems, :
at

.

4: Commitment of institution's leaderihip to conduct self study for

its own improvement- oriented purposei.

5. Age, site, complexity of the institution.
`

6. Stability/turnover of institutional leaderjkp (awareness, need

for review,- etc .)
6

7. Turnover; growth in teaching and-support staff.
A

Presence or absence of systems to regularly gather information

(facts add opinions) an ed6Cational effeCtiveness (achievement

of goals, and suggestions for improVemena.

. 1
'9. Energy level, political and historical factors.

In light of these fdctors a self studypiocess which diverts an

institution but little from its preferred course of activity or which
2).

A

,perhaps pushes it to a rester congruence between institutional needs and

) ...

IR and other related activities can be used. In times of financial .end

other stress, this s invaluable. .The effectiveness of these appropt es'

over the last fi e years is now being studied by this researcher in a major
, AP

- funded s tudy,. the MSA region.

y, I have made four points in this paper. First, that from

c planning perspective from other perspectives as 'well)

times f retrenchment may place no rester demands on IR in a long range

-22-.
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sense than do more affluent times. Second that both IR and planning

efforts often fail for the same reasons=-mostly people/human relations/

/ S I' .

management reasons and.that this is accentuated if anything in times of

retrenchment...Third, that IR is part of managementand-we must not forget

this--ingt that since it sits :next to planning in the management process--

V

planning can be Beverly damaged if IR efforts are "captured" by overreactions

during retrenchment (or, at other times). And finally, that institutions

,,

can find ways to focus their efforts IR effectively (/an therefore be

St

i A
.

efficient and effective) if they analyse their need and move intelligently'
- .

to make congruent their IR efforts add the statement.of institutional

problems and needs. The new approaches to institutional self study avail-
.

able for use with institutional accreditation is an example where this can
. \____,,

c(ork well. ti

a
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SOURCES OF -INSTANt DATA

4

,

SOCIAL ECURITY

FACULTY

FINANCES . .

FACILITIES

ENROLLMENT

EGREES CONFERRED_

MIGRATION

. BEOG

. ---- TRIPARTITE

DEPT, OF EDUCATION

STATE SCHQLARSHIPS

...'.""*"7-14.IGHER ED, ASSISTANCE

. CORP,

9

CEEI3.

BENEFITS

BENEFITS =`.

rum SCHOOL .ENROLLMENTS

ANDCOLLEGE=GOING RATES

REC I P I ENTS

RECIPIENTS

STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

L

NON-STUDENT

STUDENT
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sitAftwipE

"ANY. STUDENT- WITH THE DESIRE AND- ABILITY- CAN PURSUE =HIS

-OR HER POSTSECoNDARY. EDUCATION AT A TilME WHICH IS:CON

VENIENT AND AT A PRICE_ With HE OR SHE 04N AFFORD: #,I PAY"

PROGRAM' A: -"ALL LEGITIMATE fINANCIAL NiDS-1:1ET_ FROM

PUBLICANDZOR .PRIVATE SOURCES FOR _TOTAL

POSTSECONDARY EXPENSES"`

DIRECT STRATEGIES

1, INCREASE INSTITUTIONAL

FINANCIAL AID

INCREASE STATE GRANT AND

LOAN' FUNDS

INCREASE FEDERALFUNDS'

TO STUDENTS

INCREASE FEDERIIL FUNDS

TO INSTITUTIONS

INDIRECT STRATEGIES

1. $TATEWIDi WATS .LINE

_NONTRADITIONAL EDIOTIOidi.

CATALOGUE

ADMISSION OVERLAP ANALYSIS

0

a
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STATEWIDE 4 GOAL 11 .

"ANY STUDENT WITH.THE,DESIRE 'AND ABILITY CAN PURSUE HIS

'OR HERIOSfSECO14DARY EDUCATION AT A TIME, WHICH 18 CON-

VIENT AND AT-A PRICE WHIC:11 HE OR SHE cAN A-F,F6RTJ TO. PAY",

PROGRAM B: "A
SUFFICIENT NUMBER -OF-PROGRAMS. TO

ACCOMMODATE THE LEGITIMATE NEEDS OF ALL-

.STUDENtS"

INDICATORS OF DEMAND

1; POTENTIAL APPLICANT_ POOL ACADEMIC INTERESTS

2, ACTUAL APPLICANT POOL ACADEMIC INTERESTS

, -3. ENROLLED STUDENTS ACADEMIC, INTERESTS

4, DEGREES CONFERRED

PgIENTIAL ACTUL L
FotolICANi OF0T0FALANT EIME

4*

PROGRAM B

SAMPLE DATA,.

INDIICATORS OF SUPPLY

NUMBERS OF PROGRAW;

DEGRES t PROG
IS CONFERRED. OFFE

1/5 :2/5 3/5 4/5

3,172 146 55 32 99,1 45 1.7 2,4

9
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TkE_PROCESS.FORDEVELOPING AMACRO-FRAMRWORk:POR INSTITUTIONAL PBANNINO

a

-In'order to understaqd the process of.planning at the Rochester Inati-
4

-.-ctute of Technology, it is necessary to describe the Institute WhiCh is about
,

-

Dr. -James R. Speegle

Director of Planning ProjeCts
Rochester Institute of Technology

to celebrate its 150th Anniversary. It has grown out of Rochester's cultural
.

heritage and industAal,developmedr and has continually responded to this
t N

lineage. Throughout the majority of its history it did notconfer degrees,
-4 . . ,

A - ,
-tont its diplomas and certificates were held by a large perceitage of ihe

^ r

skilled workers in Rochester industry. Only as recently as 1955 was the

first baccalaureate degree awarded and in 1958 the first. master's degree.

6

Today T is an amalgam of 9 colleges serving 7800 FTE students. The
'tp

nine colieg eT Businesp, Fine and Applied Arts, Engineering, General

Studies, Graphic Arts and Photography, Science, Continuin Education and

the two newest colleges, Institute College and the National Technical Insti-I

tute for the Deaf. Institute College is itself an amalgam respondig.to new
-

program rImIlenges in such diverse fields as computer science, instructional

rechrIogy, career information services, and the engineering technologies.

It is interesting to note that 1/3 of our students are majoring in programs

developed since 1971.

The NTID is a totally federally sponsored 'program. It serves 750 deaf,

students of whom approximately 30% pursue degree programs in the parent. A

institution and 70% pursue technically related diploma and associate degree

programs that parallel RIT's program strengths.

.RIT is located on a 1300-acie campus that was constructed from scratch

and first odcullied in 1969. Two-thirds of the studedts come from the

Rochester Hetropolitaki region and the state of New York and the other on-

third.trom out of state. Fullyt40% of any entering,group are transfer



,
. .

students. ,The student hd4y-has grown -by 3-77; every, year in this decade.

The Institute is career oriented and the majority of its prograMs have

a coopelative eaucationcomponent. Its motto, education to earn allying

_and to live a life, has served at its guiding force through-its entire

t--

tory.

A relatively healthy institution and young in outlool; one may-wander

.16

why the introspective look Suggested by the pviceseand report reviewed in

this paper. There are several factor's that lel:mimed this serious process

'and one only needi to look at the Institute's position in the late 60's and

-/
early_70's: growth so rapidthat the budget for the auxiliary enterprise in

1974 was bigger than the total Institute budget'in 1969;*a deficit in thoie

years approaching 2.97 million dollars by 1970; a totally new physical plant

and heavy debt serviceburdens; a new chief executive in 1969.

Changes of_thienature and mamitude can seriously erode the essential

nature of the enterprise, Thus,in early 1970 it was determined that-
,

planned foret1ought was necessary to guide RIT through the deeade of the,7016.

The first step was to renew the commitment to the goals and objectives

-that had long served RIT but were new toihe g eratian Which was-now to
V

shepherd the resources. Discussions were held throu out the Institute

community to develop consensus on the newly stated but enduring goals. When
a

understanding was achieved, it was necessary -to 'develop, mechanisms that kept

these goals la-focus. These included:

* (1) / a President's-CoUvocation'eachFall to apprise the faculty

. sand staff of the-Institute's progress

3830--:
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(2) the establishment of"agreed-upon argets for the 70's

such as: average salaries increasing to rank within the
*1

_. 'top-quartile of all institutions; productivity increments
'..,

. ...

of .5,-stildeuts per- -rear in the student/faculty rati o .4i
e .

r.
new (b dings; a balanced budget position; newly estab-

lished-governance arrangements;'consultative decision-

making; new orts toward increasing voluntary support

(3) annual repo g on the achievement 'of the targeti through,

a process known as the "White Paper" which is the respon7

sibility of the Vice Presic at for Finance and imistra-
.

tion and the Priority-cand'Objectivea Committee of the Policy

RIT's primary policy advisory.body:-

4.1

These activities were relatld to developing positive_ attitudes across

campus, increasing morale, and ng a firm foundation for rational pro-
)

grass.. Incidentally, it helps when it can be reported that al/ target

.for the 70's have been or will be met by the end of the decade with o,se

exception: we did construct one new building in response to increasing need

for general classrooth space.

A parallel `Bet of activities developed around the state mandated require-

ment for master planning. Obviously, the two proceises are interrelated but

it was discovered that we were better-at institutional level planning than we

were at unit-leverplanning. The planning by units was adequate, but when

summed over thejlnstitute, it was found to be held together only-by a paper

it was not well integrated.

37

_F



".1
.

This latter position suggiSted that there should be a process to_inte=
f

grate all fylnsinTring efforts, _but particularly the macx0 with the micro. A
_ . 1

.,. _ . ,
,

second motivation revolved
t

olved around the ominous rlouds on theloripeft that

were being spotted 4 the iagbirl'ileducatida community. HOT.vwould the chanm-

in ehviraameat anticipated in-thipemt de*ade impact RITT

These two major questions provided ,impetus for the current effort of

the presidentially appointed EConomic Study Commission. The purpose of the

Economic Study 'commission was tiio-fold: to continue the planning momentum

and to provide a comprehensive fraieworkwIthin,which micro planning Ix the

/-11-alt_level would occur "in the future.
.,

, ...-______,

I 4

The 'specific charge developed for the Commission lac/tided:

A
(1) a review of.the financial position of BIT

{21,a review of the current fiscal assumptions and modifi-

cations as necessary

(3) the develOpment of programs kfinancial'options.in

- 10, case of emergency

(4) the development of ways to use the land resources

--.(5) an exploration.of the implications of state aid regional

planning and system development -to RIT's future.

,

A relatively small working Commission was appoipted consisting of two

-

Trustees, two Vice Presidents, one Dean and'one facultx member, plus two

staff members.

"initial discussions were convened to pluMb'the Sta land local economic

forecasts. The second step was to define areas of stdy. When this was'

8- -32-



completed, each Commission member selected an area and a Task Force was

dhvelOped to reapona to the issue. Each Task Force tapped' expertise

throughout the Institute and the_reports they developed. were based uponA. ,. ,
research studies, questionnaires, interviews, data analysis, hearings, and

the deliberations of the Task Force: The Commission staff_served as staff

to each of the. Task Forces. This was found to be extremely helpful in

that if freed members to explore questiona-more creatively and to know that

they would receive back -up `support to whatever degree necessary.

The process is demonstrated in the accqmpanying diagram:

Cone,uscrts

Planrurvi
Assumpbons
Fiscal Model

Fiscal Anatysgs

Tbernatc Sunynanes
to and Go Values
Oncevent.nnal vs Uncortventoonal

Plannsng

Task Face Re/bons
EnrcAsmontGorernancePubloc Support

VokontarnmStaffing and CompensabonEnergy
Land UseF.nancutt AnaystsLtaater sans

tistrature

t.
Data,

4

s

The base of the pyramid represents 'the 'existing data base, bbt6 internal

'

and external. Task Forces researched questions of enroltuent, 'governance,

public support., voluntarism, staffing and compensation, energy, land use,

finances, and the existing matter planninikassumptions. The thematic

41)

summaries represent a distillation of theeaning of each task force report

-33-
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integrated-into

reports and the

assumptions and

of questions

years.

a desctiption of the:expected environment of the 80's. ,.:Thev.

thematic summary provided the

the resultant econOMicmodet.

f
or challenges the Institute must

The themes that emergedfrom thii ts.7O

as follows :'

base for determininFthe.new

The conclusions, are a series

confront over the next several

arstudy can be briefly stated

t,i

Inflation will seriously erode the resources availible

for higher. education. Theie will -be no sleificant income

transfers from other sectors of our society, thub, the bigden.

of.`-responding to this -devaluation Oetheleducational dollar
0

4

will be an internal responsibility:

2. A "stop and go" environment wilt chatacterize the 80's.

Volatility gnd turbdlence will ruirkthe economic}, political

and demographic sectors of our society. Again, the hedge will

only be 'found internally.

4

3. .1Tiues are changing and\th*etids indicate that higher

- education will
;

no longer occupy its traditiohal place of pre-

'aninance in society'bvision of progress. It is necessary,

therefore, to understand and influence thesA trends and develop

4. Institute self- analysf suggeSis

in several respects. To maintain this

that RIT is unconventional

position iti is necessary

'to establi
=

priorities which will keep RIT on its 'unconventional

-track.

L

ft
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Roahetter-Inititide of Technology'
Economic. Study Commission j
-cogii;aris_diiof;Projected Higher- Ed n and General Inflation,--
-Rt-Student Charges,-and Per capita "spotable Personal Income

230-

225.

220
215

210
205
200
195
190

.185

180
, 175

170

165
160

155

150

145

140

135

130
125

120

115

110

.105

at

--

10C

NMI
14!

"1976. 77

11111111111

O

Inflation^cap

MEM IMIlipinar

Total
rg

/
Tuition
and Fees

IMMI1111111

I I

,79 80 81 82

Annual Inflation Rate. Compounded Annually

Higher Education 6.0%
General = 4%%

RIT Annual Student Chary Increase Compounded Annually.
...

Tuition and Fires = 4%%
Rocim and Board {not charted) 6%,'N
Total Student Charges 51,2% .

I. I I I .

3 84 85 86 37 ,-88 89 90

Results in

-35-
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Average Annual Infilatiaalate of.

Higher Education TI (Y

General 5,6%

RIT Average Annual Rate of.

itotion'ancl F ee-
' Room and Board 94sc.

Total Student Chatty.%
_

4rtt -.-

CHART 1



Rochester Institute of Technology
Economic:Study C6mmissfon
Projected Instructional Expenditures {1) Per Full-time.Equivalent Student
in Current Dollars and-Constant 1976 Dollars
for the: Fiscal Yeas 1976-1990

F

Primary- Model

jExpenclitures
per FTE Student

Instructional Expenditures
per FTE Student
in Current Dollars .

1977 1978 1980 198 1990
FY

111 Excluding NTID
(2) Assumes higher education inflation costs of 6% compounded annually

4 e-



5.' One of the priorities is an imperatth for plamiing_in

corder to focus.-issues for units across the campus and develop
y,

s s .

responsive; reasoned actions.

To highlight these themes 4at will inevitably play-out'On the Insti-

Aeover the next-decade, we developed-a series of pro*tiona. They are

for the most part relatively simple, straight, line projections based on the

detailed assumptions. The model that is conacyucted is largely enrollment

and inflation driven. It essentially represents our_best guess about what

the income an nditure trends will be if we keep on doing business as

usual.

Several examples may prove useful.
,1-

t! Since inflation is p jected to be a major and continuing prOblem,,it

was necessary to demonstrate its compounding effect and its differential

impact on institutions of higher education. An assumed inflation rate of,

41/4Z for the general economy and 6Z foi higher education results in signifi-

cant "inflation gap" over the period reported. In the Commission report we

overlayed projected. tuition rates and tiU01-cbarges plus per capita dispos-

able personal income. This was to onstrate that -tee would not pass

/long all the effects of inflation to the consumer and (2)that it was not
..-

likely we would price ourselvesout of the market. (see chart /) .

D

t.

,Another chart deals with the projected iaructional expenditures per

.FTi Student. This chart. vividly demonstrates that the current dollar amount

will increase substantilll,', but with inflation removed it will actually're-
. _ .

present a decline of resources available for instructional expenditures.

This was Also included to demonstrate the,necessity'of significant gains in

-37-
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6

(student/faculty ratio)w to protect against further 'devaluation.

(See chart 2)

.14oAlly, so that there would -be abetter understanding of allocation

decislans,and their interrelation, we included a chart describing educational
. .4.

.
..

a. '

.aAd general revenues, and expend t es by category as a percentage of total
. (---

educational and generat Thrs chart demonstrates the changing nature of the
i

.

revenue pattern with endoment return, and voluntary' support assuming the bur-

productivity

-den of losses in student tuition and fees. On the expenditure side, the'

significance of spiraling energy costa"caq be seen eroding the dollars that

can be allocated to institutional support, student services, and instruction

and direct educational activities. (See chart 3) These charts are intended

to be instructive tools and not definitive projections.

.Tice report on "The Third Decade" was completed in !the Spritig of 1977.

A companion document from the Institutional Advancement Commission is neai-
it.

7 -

Jag completIon. Tht IAC report will focus on means for, increasing the pro-,

bability that private sources of financial largesse will indeed assume an

increasing share of income,production

At this time it can be fairly asked if RIT is indeed ready to face th

tux ltuoue times ahead. The answer is clearly No: the financial model

assumes a business as usual stance and does not take into account bold new

ventures; the linkages between the macro-environment and the micro-environ,-

:sent have not been established; a plan for action has not been developed frby

each unit-of the Institute; finally, itiRust.be wondered if the report on

"The Third Decade" will meet the same fate as many other dust-covered

documents.

rr

-38-
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Rochester Institute of Technology
Economic:Study Commission 4:

Comparisori of Education and General Revenues and Expenditures
by Catecjories as a Percentage th Total Educational-and General
for the Fiscal Years 1978, 1985;and 1990. -

Primary Projection Model
Educational and General Educational and General'
Revenues (11 Expencikures (2)

Endowment Return

Private Gifts, Grants., etc.

Tuition and Fees

4

7.3%

71.7%

13.2%

2.7%

8.7%

1978 1985

J (7) Excluding NTID . ,ef (2) Excluding NTID and Educational Debt"Service

1990

1

J

4

or

Operations-&
Maintenance of Rent 89% 11.e%

Instruction and Direct
Educational Activities

-39-
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55.2%

16.3%

- 54.7% 51.1%

1978 1985 1990

I
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To move the process beioruLthe descriptive, a great. deal sore needs to

hippen. In responie to the imperative for punning recommendationa, a plam-

ning officer has been appointed.

at RIT, that officerlhas been entitled Director _of Plorillig Projects indi-

Reflective of the philosophy of p3anning

c:1Mting,that planning is the result of decentralized projects and not the

product of a single office. Planning is further delfqed as a learning process.

insure that the learning process- continues and reasoned action
A /-\

ea.

results, several other steps have been taken:

lte President in hib Fall message to -the faculty has

highlighted illat needs to be done to ade WI prepare for

the 80's through Institute-wide plapn4ng. He appointed a

faculty Task Force on the 80's toaharpen the issues identi-
.

fied by the Economic Study Commission and determine which

units' should respond to them. In addition, this Task Force
el

JO to adt as the Steering Coimittee t-or RIT's accreditation

review and to develop the iRecific plan for the Institute

for the 80's.

(2) Two standing committees of the Policy Council have been,

assigned'Usid.questions that will assist the planning effort:

What is,the optimum educational size of the Institute and what

are the essential competencies an RIT student should acquire

during his or her education?

(3y "The Third Decade" has been distributed to all soothers

' of the Institute community. Many groups have elected to'.

oeus,on its 'implications during the course of t year.



S.

Several-faculty members are turrently developing a simula-
-

tion game using the COmmission report as the basis. .:Jt is

felt, this willassist in moving closer to. the Intended use

of the reporas a learning,tool. ,

.

_
.

(4) The budgeting process jaass now built-in-funding for
4--

progr °innovations and contingencies to belie against

abort -f In did past, the budget cycle-has been one

year; it is being expanded to a too -year

(5) Recognizing that_institutionakmorale is important,

the basvis conAtructed for responding to the pro-

feasionaLana personal development needs of Members of the

RIT community, A series of sete-Inars is planned for this'

year.,, They will blin to ascertain those needs and to assures

faculty and staff, thati,positive and developmental activities

cah'senx as an appropriate response to the decade- ahead.

O

It-is apparent that the framework of information available has stima-

lated preparation for the future. One note of caution needs toe inter-

jected at this pant. The are problems ahead but they should not be,
,

usea-t edcPirizbt faculty or to create a sense of inevitability. Indeed,4-

we should focus on the opportunist es that this new environment will create.

-As a labor-intensive enterprise, we must concentrate on che.hmswa resources'
.

that are,truly the fund for the future,. At this point, to concentrate on

the tools and not the process; to look for decision from dati and not from

people would be fillialous mistake. The emphasi bdeeds to be on

1*
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p

I, It e.

'D

simple decision:making procedures that are sufficiently &alio-
cratic and participative to respead naturally to ,errrirontiental
change. To Ale effective, planning procedures at be charac-
terized by simplicity, flexibility, the ability to keep
pertinent information-in focus and-provision for meaningfal.

participation by all concerned.,

In abort, planning must be viewed as a learning process.

0

4

ti

1Richardson, Iti-rhard C., Don E.*Gardner, and Ann.Pierce, "The Need for
Institutional Planning" in ERIC/Hisr,her Education jlesearch Currents,
Septentbeicl.V7.

I
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SELECTED-BIBLIOGRAPHY-ON THE TOPIC OF
PERSISTENCE AND ATTRITION IN:POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

PREPARED BY
PETER T. FARAGO

OFFICE OF,ANALYTICAL'STUDIES AND_ PLANNING
BOSTON UNIVERSITY

(OCTOBER 1977)

ATHIS ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY IS INTENDED FOR THE RESEARCHER dR
THE INSTITUTIONAL PLANNER WHO IS INTERESTED IN SAMPLING RECENT
LITERATURE RELATED TO THE SUBJECT OF COLLEGE STUDENT ATTRITION
AND RETENTION IT IS BY NO MEANS AN EXHAUSTIVE LIST: RATHER IT
IS PROVIDED TO BE USED AS A STARTING POINT. SEVERAL OF THE ITEMS
CITED CONTAIN EXTENSIVE LISTS REFERENCING OTHER RELATED BATeRIALS.

-NWHEkE.APPLICABLE, ANNOTATIONS START WITH SOME KEY WORDS ,INDICATING
THE TYPE OF INSTITUTION STatIED: THE TYPE OF STUDY CONDUCTED: A
WHETHER THE QUESTIONS ASKED ilEPTAINLI,TO THE NUMBERS OR TO THE
.REASONS RELATED TO ATTRITION. 'REFERENCES' INDICATES THAT tHE
ITEW/S A GOOD SOURCE FOR FURTHER REFERENCES.
LASTLY: SOME SOURCES NOT LISTED HERE ARE THE PERIODIC *ERIC"
INDECES, THE 'DISSERTATION ABSTRACTS': MED THE SOCIAL SCIENCES
EDITION OF 'CURRENT CONTENTS': ALL OF iiiHICH ARE AVAILABLE AT
MANY LIBRARIES. THEYALL INCLUDE ITEMS UNDER THE HEADING OF
'DROPOUTS', AND. ARE USEFUL FOR KEEPING UP WITH RECENT PPBLICATIONS.

I
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SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY ON THE Top= OF
PERSISTENCE AND ATTRITION POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

ASTINr.,ALEXANDER W.
COLLEGE'DROPOUTS: A NATIONAL PROFILE:
AMER, COUNCIL ON EDUCATION: RESEARCH-REPORT VOL.?, 40,1
tFER.1972)

. , S

'MULTI-iNSTIT6TIONAL: LONGITUDINAL: NUMBERS: REASONS
BASED ON DATA FROM STUDENTS_ATTENDING A REPRESENTATIVE NATIONAL SAMPLE
OF 217 INSTITUTIONS: INCLUDING TWO- AND FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES AND UNIVERSI-
TIES. USING THE FRESHMAN CLASS ENTERING IN FALL 1966: THE STUDY
EXAMINES THE NATIONAL DROPOUT'RATE, AND THE RELATIONSHIP OF. VARIOUS
PERSONAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS TO DROPPING OUT. DATA WERE COMPILED
BASED ON INITIAL STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRES AND FOLLOWUPS ONE AND FOUR
/EARS-AFTER COLLEGE ENTRY. '

ti
ASTIN: ALEXANDER U.
PREVENTING STUDENTS FROM DROPPING OUT:
JOSSEY-BASS INC.: SAN FRANCISCO (1975)

MULTI7INSTITUTIONAL, LONGITUDINAL: NUMB S: REASONS
,QUESTIONNAIRE DATA WERE COLLECTED FROM THE FRESHMAN CLASS ENTERING
IN THE FALL OF 1968 AND FOLLOWED UP FOUR YEARS LATER.' THE SAMPLE GROUP
WAS SELECTED FROM 358 TWO- AND FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES.
NATIONAL AVERAGE. DROPOUT RATE WAS DETERMINED FOR'VARIOUS TYPES OF
INSTITUTIONS. THE CORRELATIONS WITH PERSISTENCE WERE ESTABLISHED FOR
A LARGE NUMBER OF FACTORS INVOLVING ACADEMIC VARIABLES: FINANCIAL
VARIABLES: STUDENT EMPLOYMENT STATUS: STUDENT'RESIDENCE: COLLEGE
CHARACTERISTICS: AND THE MATCH BETWEEN THE STUDENT AND THE INSTITUTION.
A LIST OF CONCLUSIONS WERE DRAWN AND A WORKSHEET IS PROPOSED FOR,
PREDICTING ..STUDENT'S CHANCES: RELATIVE TO THE NATIONAL AVERAGE:
FOR DROPPING OUT.

CHASE? CLINTON J., ET. AL .

'PERSISTENCE AND CONDITIONS-RELATED TO ITS A PERSISTENT QUESTION'
(INDIANA STUDIES IN PREDICTION: REPORT NO.32:. INDIANA UNIV.: BUREAU OF

, EDUCATIONAL STUDIES. AND TESTING, BLOOMINGTON: (NOV. 1976)

PUBLIC UNIVERSITY: LONGITUDINAL: NUMBERS: R NS
THIS STUDY FOLLOWS FALL AND SPRING FRESHMAN HO TS OF 1971, 1973: AND
1974 OVER VARIOUS TIME PERIODS RANGING FROM FOUR TO TEN SEMESTERS.
ACADEMIC AND NON-ACADEMIC DROPOUTS ARE DISTINGUISHED. SIGNIFICANTLY

,/ DIFFERENT PERSISTENCE PATTERNS WERE OSERVED FOR FALL AND SPRING
COHORTS. THE EFFECTS OF VARIOUS FACTORS OTHER THAN ACADEMIC STANDING
WERE EXAMINED: INCLUDING STATE RESIDENCYiURBAN OR NON-URBAN HOME:
PARENT ALUMNI: ETC-.

,

COLLEGE STUDENT PERSONNEL ABSTRACTS - PUBLISHED QUARTERLY
BY Tift.NATfONAL ASSOCIATION OF-STUDENT PERSONNEL
ADMINISTRATORS (NASPA) SEE: 'ATTRITION'

. REFERENCES
.

THIS GUARTELY JOURNAL REGULARLY HAS A SECTION TITLED 'ATTRITION',
'WHICH PRESENTS ABSTRACTS OF RECENT PUBLICATIONS RELATED TO, THIS AREA.

1-44-
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COPE, ROBERT G. AND-WILLIAM HANNAH.
REVOLVING COLLEGE DOORS - THE CAUSES AND CONSEOUENSCES OF DROPPING OUT:
STOPPING OUT OR TRANSFERRING: .J. WILEY: NEW YORK (1975)

GENERAL: DESCRIPTIVE: REFERENCES
THIS ISAN EXCELLENT OVERVIEW OF THE CURRENT KNOWLEDGE CONCERNING
COLLEGE ATTRITION. BY COLLECTING INFORMATION FROM AVAILABLE PUBLICATIONS
AND ADDING TO IT THE RESULTS OF THE AUTHORS' EXTENSIVE REPEARCHr
THEY CONSTRUCT A CLEAR AND COMPREHENSIVE DESCRIPTION OF Til$ SUBJECT
MATTER. AN ATTEMPT IS MADE TO PROVOKE THREADER TOTHINK ABOUT THE
BENEFITS AS WELL AS THE NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF DROPPING OUT AND STOPPING
OUT. INCLUDED ARE A GOOD 'SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS' CHAPTER: AS
WELL'AS A VERY .EXTENSIVE 20 PAGE LIST OF AEFERENCES.

EL-KAWAS, ELAINE H. AND ANN A. elscoun
'FIVE AND TEN YEARS AFTER COLLEGE ENTRY' 4-11

AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION: RESEARCH REPORT VOL.9, NO.1.'(1974)

GILBERT: CHARLES C. AND LOWELL-.A LUECK.
'APPROACHES TO STUDYING THE STUDENT DROPOUT OR WHERE
HAVE ALL THE STUDENTS GONE?'
.AVAILABLE FROM ERIC: *ED 134 129 (1976)

MULTI-INSTITUTIONAL: LONGITUDINAL: NUMBERS: REASONS
USING A REPRESENTATIVE NATIONAL S MPLE, MEMBERS OF THE 1961 AND 1966
COHORTS WERE CONTACTED IN 1971 BY ANS OF MAILED QUESTIONNAIRES.
THIS IS AN EXTENSIVE REPORT ON THE ADEMIC PROGRESS AND THE EMPLOYMENT
EXPERIEWE 'OF THE MEMBERS OF THE TWO OHORTS.

GILBERT:ZHARLES U. AND LOWELL A. LUEC A
'THE STUDENT FLOW MODEL AS A TOOkL ANALYZE THE STUDENT DROPOUT
AVAILABLE FROM ERIC: *ED 131 818

re

HARRIS: SEYMOUR E. . .-, ---...

A STATISTICAL PORTRAIT OF HIGHER EDUCATION. : )

PCGRAW-HILL: NEW YORK (1972) (CARNEGIE.COMMISSION ON-HIGHER EDUCATION)
. .

CONTAINS DATA RELATED TO NATIONAL ATTRITION PATTERNS IN THr1950'S
AND 4960'S. (SEE PP. 66-731.445-449)

KESSELMAN: JUDI R.
'THE CARE AND FEEDING OF STDP-OUTS'
CHANGE voL.s, NO.4: PP1ar-15 (MAY, 1976)

THE AUTHOR SUGGESTS THAT NOT ENOUGH ATTENTION IS PAID BY INSTITUTIONS
TO STUDENTS WHO MAY WISH TO (OFTEN TO THEIR BENEFIT) INMOWT THEIR
STUDIES FOR ONE OR MORE SEMESTERS. SHE SUGGESTS WAYS WHitH-COULD MAKE
SUCH AN EXPERIgNCE EASIER AND MORE BENEFICIAL FOR THE STUDENTFAND
MAY AT THE SAME TIME 'INCREASE THE4IKELIHOOD OF THEIR RETURNING TO
COMPLETE THEIR UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION.



KESSELMAN, JUDI Rs , -----. _,-.

-.

STOPPING OUT, A GUIDE TO LEAVING COLLEGE ANEL BETTING BACK IN,
-M..EVANS & CO. NEW YORK, (1976)

.-.'

,.. ( )
LANGLOIS, ELEANOft

'GRADUATE, ATTRITION AT BERKELEY' -;
OFFICE GF INSTITUTIONALRESEARC5; UNIV OF CALIF. I BERKELEY,
(AUG. 1972)

GRADUATEsREASQNS
ONE OF THE FEW ATTEMPTS TO STUDY STUDENT ATTRIT/MAT THE GRADUATE
LEVEL. BY MEANS OF A SURVEY, THIS STUDY LOOKS AT WHy GRADUATE. STUDENTS
LEAVE BEFORE COMPLETING THEIR GRADUATE DEGREE PROGRAM.

NCHEMS TECHNICAL REP.ORT= 74 .

A MANUAL FOR CQNDUCTING STUDENT ATTRITION STUDIES IN INSTI
TUTIONS OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION*

.

NATL. CENTER FOR HIGHER EDUC. MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS, BOULDER
(1976)

THIS MANUAL PROVIDES A STEPBYSTEP GUIDE'TO CONDUCTING A MAIL SURVEY
AIMED AT'ASSESSING STUDENTS' REASONS FOR DISCONTINUING THEIR UNDER
GRADUATE EDUCATION. INCLUDED ARE SAM?LE QUESTIONNAIRES AND LETTERS,

. COST ESTIMATES, AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR CODING, PRWESSING: AND ANALYZING
THE DATA. AVAILABLE FROM NCHEMS, BOULDER, COLORADO.

NOEL, LEE AND LOIS.RENTER
'COLLEGE STUDENT RETENTION, AWANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY OF RECENT'
DISSERTATIONS' (1970MARCH,.1975)
AMERICAN COLLEGE TESTING PROGRAM, IOWA CITY, IOWA-(197)

1 rit',...--

REFERENCES . , -.

,

DISSERTATIONS CITED IN THIS BIBLIOGRAPHY ARE DIVIDED INTO GROUPS
DEALING WITH PUBLIC COMMUNITY COLLEGES, PUBLIC COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES,
PRIVATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES, AND OTHER. MOST DISSERTATIONS
DEAL WITH STUDYING REASONS FOR ATTRITION AT SINGLE INSTITUTION. ,

lA
COPIES'OF THE BIBLIOGRAPHY ARE AVAILABLE F E

cE
FROM THE AMERICAN

COLLEGE TESTING PROGRAM, 2201 NORTH DODGE, *O.BOX 168 r'IOWA CITY,
IOWA =240. COPIES OF THE'DISSERTATIONS THEMSELVES ARE AVAILABLE FROM
UNIVERSITY MICROFILMS, ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN.'

SHULMAN, CARQL HERRNSTADT
'RECENTIRENDS IN STUDENT RETENTION'
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION FOR HIGHER EDUCATION: WASHINGTON, D.C.
(1976) .

AN EXCELLENT CONCISE SUMMARY OF RECENT FINDINGS, PUBLICATIOI AND
GENERAL, REFERENCES'

. R'SOURCES RELATED TO' COLLEGE'ATTRITION:A USEFUL LIST OF SELECTED
REFERENCES IS INCLUDED.



SUSLOW, SIDNEY ET. AL.
"STUDENT PE&ORMANCE AND ATTRITION AT THE iNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA'
BERKELEY: A FOLLOW-UP OF THE. ENTERING FRESHMAN CLASSES
OF FALL 1955 AND FALL.1960'
OFFICE OF INSTITUTIONALASEARCH, UNIV'. OF CAL., BERKELEY: (1968),

PUBLIC UNIVERSITY,- LONGITUDINAL, NUMBERS
THIS STUDY, CONDUCTED IN 1965, EXAMINED THE FALL 1955,AND FALL 1960

e -

FRESHMAN COHORTS. ALONG WITH. A LATER STUDY (SEE NEXT REFERENCE)
THIS CONSTITUTES ONE OF:THE BEST LONGITUDINAL ATTRITION STUDIES
PERFORMED AT A SINGLE INSTITUTION. THE METHODOLOGY AND THE FINDINGS
ARE.CLEARLY STATED. THE AUTHORS EXAMINED OVERALL PERSISTANCE PATTERNS
AS WELL AS PERSISTENCE fN AND TRANSFERS AMONG THE VARIOUS COLLEGES
AND FIELDS OF STUDY AT BERKELEY. A FOLLOW-UP STUDY OF THE STUDENTS
WHO LEFT 'BERKELEY WAS USED TO ESTABLISH THEIR ACADEMIC PROGRESS
SUBSEQUENT TO LEAVING.- lr

SUSLOW, SIDNEY
'PERSISTENCE AND INTERCAMPUS TRANSFER: UNDERGRADUATES AT BERKELEY'
OFFICE OF INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH, UNIV OF'CAL., BERKELEY, (1975)

IFPUBLIC UNIVERSITY, LONGITUDINAL, NUMBERS
S/MILAR TO THE STUDY IN THE PREVIOUS REFERENCE, THIS STUDY LOGICS AT
THE FRESHMAN COHORTS OF

t
FALL 1955, 1960, AND 1969 THROUGH 1974.

THE STUDY WAS.-CONDUCTED IN THE FALL OF 1975. CHANGES IN PERSISTENCE
PATTERNS ARE OBSERVED, OVERALL AND WITHIN COLLEGE PERSISENCE IS
EXAMINED, AND A SEPARATE SECTION DEALS WITH THE PERSISTENCE OF
JUNIOR TRANSFERS TO BERKELEY. WELL DONE AND HIGHLY RECOMMENDED.
AVAILABLE ON REQUEST FROM TKE OFFICE OF INSTITUTIONAL STUDIES,
U.C., BERKELEY. t

SUSLOW, SIDNEY
'BENEFITS OF A COHORT SURVIVAL PROJECTION MODEL' IN
APPLYING ANALYTICAL'METHODS TO MANAGEMENT' -

D.S.P. HOPKINS AND R.O. SCHROEDER, ED TORS: JOSSEY-BASS, INC*
SAN FRANCISCO' (1977)
. v

* GENERAL . : -..
. -

THE AUTHOR,EXPLAINS THE DIFFERENCES AMONG THREE ENROLLMENT PROJECTION
MODELS: THE USE OF GRADE PROGRESSION RATIOS, MARKOV PROJECTIONN AND
'COHORT SURVIVAL PROJECTIONS. THE ADVANTAGES OF THE COHORT SURVIVAL

- MODELS OVER THE OTHERS ARE VISCUSSED. h SEPARATE SECTION DEALS WITH
THE APPLICABILITY OF .

THE COHORT SURVIVAL METHOD TO STUDENT PERSISTANCE
,STUDIES. .

SUTTLE,,J. LLOYD
'ENROLLMENT,' A MISSION, AND-THE SUMMER TERM A REPORT ON THE
DEVELOPMENT OF AN ENROLLMENT PLANNING MODEL FOR YALE COLLEGE'
OFFICE OF INST TUTIONAL RESEARCH, YALE UNIVERSITY, NE4 HAVEN,.
CONN. (1974)

fa,

COHORT SURVIV
APPLIED AS' AN

v.

L CURVES ARE000NSTRUCTED FOR THE FALL 1970 COHORT AND ARE
ENROLLMENT PROJECTION TOOL IN A LARGER MODEL.

'447-
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, TERENZINI, PATRICK T. AND ERNEAT T PASCARELLA .
'VOLUNTARY FRESHHAN ATTRITION AND PATTERNS OF SOCIAL AND ACADEMIC

-INTEGRATION IN A UNIVERS1Tit A TEST OF A CONCEPTUAL, MODEL' --

r 'RESEARCH IN EDUCATION: VI, PP 15-43 (1977)

PRIVATE UNIVERSITY: OROS-SECTIONAL,- REAS4S_ ("-- -.,

,1

THE AUTHORS STUDY VOLUNTARY WITHDRAWALS FROONE CakLEGOF THE
s.

UNIVERSITY IN AN ATTEMPT TO TEST TI TO'S (SEE BEL= MODEL OF THE

.ANALYSIS IS USED TO ESTABLISH'A §ETOF VARIABLES FOR DISC NATING

4
L,EFFECTS OF ACADEMIC.AND SOCIAL ON PEWSISTENCE. ISCRIMINANT

'BETWEEN,PERSISTERS AND NONPERSISTERS.-THE PREDICTIVE VALUE OF THESE
VARIABLES IS- ACKNOWLEDGED TO BE LIMITED, BUT THE STUDY IS A GOOD .

INDICATOR OF THE COMPLEXITY OF THE INFLUENCES EFFECTING ATTRITION.
,,!...Two SUBSEQUENT PAPERS WERE PRESENTED BY THE AUTHORS AT THE1977 A.I.R.

FORUM AND APPEAR IN.: CONFLIeTING PRESSURES IN ROSTSECONDARY EDUCATION,
-.R.H. FENSKE, ED., A.I.R. (1977). BOTH OF THESE LATTIER PAPERS DEAL-WITH

- THE FURTHER STUDY OF ;THE SAME MODEL AND LOOK SPECIFICALLY AT THE EFFECTS
OF SOCIAL INTERACTION BETWEEN STUDENTS AND FACULTY ON PRESHMAN ATTRITION.

, ,

...

TINTO,.VINCERT
/ IDROPOUY FROM- HIGHER EDUCATION: A THEORETICAL SYNTHESIS OF

RECENT RESEARCH'
REVIEWS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, 45, *,(WINTER '75) PP 89-125 ,

GENERAL: THEORETICAL, REASONS, EFERENCES
TAE AUTHOR LOOKS AT EXISTING RESEARCH ON ATTRITION AND PROPOSES'', MODEL
FOR SYNTHESIZINB'THE INFORMATION INTO A PREDICTIVE MODEL. HE
DIFFERENTIATES BETWEEN VARIABLES RELATED TO ACADEMIC AND TO SOCIAL

EXAMINES T E INDEPENDENT AND COMBINED EFFECTS OF THESE TWO TYPES OF
INTEGRATI1 OF THE STUDENT INTO THE ACADEMIC ENVIRONMENT: AND THEN §*,,

VARIABLES ON ACADEMIC DISMISSALS AND ON VOLUNTARY WITHDRAWALS. ,

A USEFUL BIBLIOGRAPHY OF OVER 100 RESERENCES IS INCLUDED. 4p- 4
)7, -. ",, "

e

WRIGHT: CHARLES R.
'SUCCESS OR FAILURE IN EARNING GRADUATE DEGREES'..4.

SOCIOLOGY OF EDUCATION: VOL. 38, {FALL 1964) PP 73-97:

GRADUATE, LONGITUDINAL /

'S60
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1. Name

NON-RETURNING STUDENTS QUESTIANAIRE

, . .T. David Smith, Ea.r.
A tent Dean. fbr Freshmen .
Widen r College

i. Your Academic Major at Widener was

3. .At Widener were you a boarding student

a commuting student'

AssilMoingijou applied to more than one 'college, for admission-, was 14,idenir.
College your first, second, third, or fourth choice of colleges to

'-attend?

1 first choice of those I applied to*;! 4

2 second choice of those- applied to. i

3 ,third choic:e-of those I applied to. '

4 fourth choice'of*those r applied to
15 I applied only to Widener.
.6N7 ether; please indicate

.7
.

.

5. Please indicate your'soarces of financing your education when you .

attended, Widener. Indicate approximate percentages of each source:
,

1 %'support from parents _ 8 % State Guaranteed Loans
2, %'your savings' from previous work 9. % Eommereial loans
3 % G.I..Bill 10 % Reimbursed by employer

. 4 %Widener College Scholarship 11. .% College Work Study
5 '1 Widener College Grant-In-Aid 12' % full-time employment

- 6 %' State Grant or Scholarship 13 % Part-time employment.
7 - % E.O.G. or

.

B.O.G. , 14 % other;, please indicate

.

6. Pleases indicate the,ane or4two.reasons for' attending college when, you
c were enrolled at Widener: --

1 career preparation
2 -, career.advancethent
.3 intellectual, development
4 parent's wishes ,

5 friends ate ending coqege.
6- college social environment
7 other; please indicate

Lf

, .

7. Please indicate he one Or two reasons for chooSing Widener College:
..-

. ,
. I

1 (location
2 available financial aid
3.j Cadet Corps Program P

4 specific acaddMic program: indicate
5 academic reputatl.on of Widener
6 friends attending, . ,

r-

7 . fellow employees attending Widener
,

.
e

.

'8 other; pleaseindicate* , .,

4
-49-
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- 8. ,Illio or what influenced you most in choosing to enroll at Widener when

;.-

you did? (Indicate no more Than two)
_ *, ),

1 Widener College Admissions-Representative .
2 school guidance counselors,
'3 high school teachers
4 parents .

*5 friends'enrolledat Widener
. 6 Widener or PMC Alumni -,--

7""7 vistt ta Widener's campus
fi --Widener College professors

- 9----AJdener College official publications (catalogues, posters, etc.)
4

10=7;oIher; pl4ase indicate
-

.9. Please indicate the one or two personal reasons for not returning to.
-4Widener:

1 moved ,from the Widener College area.
2 "Stop-out" My not returning is a planned, temporary leave. L _100
3---- financial considerations-- insufficient funds for college.

acaagmic performance or. progress.
u ndecided career objectives'.
Marriage.

rr-7--- l ost interest in college in general.
877 qther;:please indicate

10.- Please indicate the and or two institutional reasons for not returning
to Widederr t .

.

"e

-,-- 1 lacl("df student activities. -

2 the quality of teaching.3 academic program I Wanted was not offered.
4 did not like the housing accommodations',
5 -did not like the food served at MacMorland Center.
6 academic counseling was not adequate.
7 personal counseling services were not adequate.
8 administrators hassled students too much.",
9 the quality of the other Widener students.

_.

10 other; please indicate

11. Overall, do you feel the personal reasons' (listed in 9) or the
institutional reasons (listed in 10) were primarily respon§ale for
your leaving Widener?

1 Thd personal reasons were primarily responsible.-
-- , 2 The institutional reasons were primarily responsible,

3 It was a combination,of the-two.
4 other; please indicate

-50-
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12. Regardless of your-reasons for leaving Widener, wiptVid you likeand dislike most about the college?

Liked Most:

Disliked Most:

la._ Is there one thing Widener could have done to have .prevented yotrfrom Irving Widener Coll:ege?

1 No
2 No opinion

Yes. Please elaborate:

4 *,

14. Would you'recomm-end Widener College, to a friend or relative?

1 Yes
2 Unsure
3 No

15. .Please check one response:

I'

1 I am currently enrolled at'inother school.
2 .I plan to enroll at another school:
3 I am not enrolled nor do I plan to enroll at another school;4 I have "stopped -out" and plan to return to Widener at a laterdate.
5 My plans are uncertain.
6---7 other; please indicate

16. If you are currently enrolled at *another school or- plan to enroll ft
another school, please at what school.

1 I am currently enrolled at
-I-am majoring in

2 I plan to enroll at
I plan to-major in

-17. If you plan or*wish to return to Widener College, what can we do to
-help you return? JP



As best you can recall,please evaluate the following. facilities,
functions, and activities at Widener College.

ACADEMIC LIFE

.r

44 t.
4:1its Le.r

- .

,

Quality of teaching ,

19 Interest shown by professors'in-your.x
work and pra4ress as a student .---

i0 Library-and Library services -

21 C) ass scheduling convenience
22 Academic Counseling.
23 Classroom facilities - -

24 Laboratory facilities
25 QUal-ity of other Widener students --

26 Hel. .rov ded .. the Academic Dean's offi
7 'e p -prov .e. by the Office o Fres man

Programs
.

.
...

STUDENT LIFE

Z8 °prior-tux' y to participate in campus activity
1-9 Cultural eve is on ca,.us

i Opportu-n ty to part c pate n ntamura
athletics

3 .Varsity athletic events
32 Personal counseling services
3S Student spirit and involvement
34 Entertainment for students on campus-
35 Student activities at MacMorland Center
36 Fooci=services at acMorland Center
37 Hecteation facilities at MacMorland Center
3a The books ore-
39 Aiov es on campus .
40 Fraternities]- Sororities
41 Dormitories
42 Hel from the Dean of Students office

-He p from the F nanc 1 Aids office ,

OTHER

44 Registration procedures ,

45 Parkin accommodations
4- Health services
47 Attractiveness of campus

(4$ Security on campus
(49) Help from the Business Office
(50) Help fiom-the Admissions Office

Other; (fill iIn your _own) , 40-

Please record any additional comments you care to.make on the back of this
sheet. -52-



Report to.LU Dean

Frevhman.Attrition and Academic DismissarStudy:'
Class of 1978

414

' ,

s

Report Prepa'red By:

-53- Mr
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J. David Smith, Ed.D.
Asisistant Dean for Freshmen,
Office of Freshman Prbg'rams
Widener College

- December 1, 1975
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Freshman Attrition Study: Class of 1978

o

This report presents the results of our study to calculate
the rate of attrition for the Oats of 1978. It also preFents
data elevant to the issue of freshman attrition and academic
dismi sal.

Definitions - For:the purpose of this report, the following
definitions,will be used:

-0ne-Semester. Attrition is defined as Class of .1978
freshmen enrolled in the TO/ 11 semester, but not
enrolledein the' 1975 Spring ester.

Second - Semester Attrition is defined as 'Class of 1978
.freshmen enrolled in the 1975 Spring semester but -not
enrolled in the 1975 Fall semester though eligible to
be-enrolled.

Two-Semester Attritjon is deftned as Class of 197S
freshmen enrolled in the 1974/Fall semester but not
nrolled in the 1975 Fall semester though el.i-gible to
e enrolled.

Class of 1978 freshmenwere identified as. attrited by.a
name-by- ame comparison of.approptiate enrollment rosters
provid by Data Processing. This report presents data about
Class of 19-TO freshmen who entefed.Widener.in the 1974 Fall
semeste Class of 1978 feeshmen who entered in the 1975
Spring Imester are not reflected in ,this report.

A -
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Tables#1, #2, and #3. present the rates of one-semester, second-
sel ter, and two-semester attrition.

nle 11. Rate of One-Seme;Or Attrition; Class of 1978r

Humber 1978 Freshmen lumber 19 Freshmen Enrolled Fall
.Enrolled Fall 1974 1974 But Not Enrolled Spring 1975

373 29
5.

Table #2. Rate of'Second-Semester Attrition: Class of 1974
A - A

i7-
; Number .k978 Freshmen
lumber 1978- Enr011ed Spring 19'75

Freshmen Enrolled and Eligible,to Enroll
Spring 1975 1975'Fall Semester

344 3372

.

Rate of One-
emester Attritioi

.

1.1%
a

Number 1978
Freshmen Eligible to Rate of

Enroll Fall 1975- Second-Semester
But Not Enrolled Attrition

52

Table 13. Rate of Two- Semester Attrition: Class '1918

Number1978 Freshmen
'Eligible to Enroll Fall 1975

366

15:4%

Number` 1978 Freshmen
Enrolled Fall 1974- But Not ' Rate of
Enrolled Fall 1975 Though Two-Semester
-Eligible to be Enrolled Attrition

22.1%

Table #4 compares the ate offreshman two - semester attrition at
Widener College with.the rate of freshman wo-semester attrition
at all four-year dolleges'and universiti s.

Table 14. Rates of.TWo-Semester Freshman Attrition: Widenen_college and
All Four-Year Colleges and Unju,et.sitiesJ

Widenei. College

22.1%4

All Four-Year Colleges
and Universities

-22%

1

Por a dptailed report of one-semester attrition, see dOS 4 ATM
iemorandum of 4/2/75. .

2
Seven Class of 197Erfreshmen were dismissed from the College at the

concluiion of the 1975 Spring semester for insufficient academic progress.
(i.e. Two Semester Q.P.A. of less than'1.0).

3
gate of attrition figures for- all four-year colleges and uiliversities'i

taken from "College Drop4uts: A National Profile,* published by American
Cnnnril nn relu%tietn in76

61.



:Tables 15, 16, and 17 identify the 81 one and two- semester attrited
freshmen and the seven dismissed freshmen bytatademit major (Table
/5), grade pc:Int average (Table /6)4 and sex/residence (Table 17).

emN

Table,15. Distribution by Academic Major.
a

'1 Attrited I
Academic )Major One-Semester Second-Semester Dismissed Total %

Exploratory Studies and
10...Liberal Arts Undesjded

Nursing .
.

L.
6

Business - 5

Engiheering 3

Sciences 3

. .

Humanities
ef - 2

Social Sciences e 0

29

14 )0 24. 27%
_

4 . 0 . 10 11%

11- 2 -18
I

21%

6 1 1Q 11%
(

-...
5 2 .* 10 11%

7 .... 1 10 11%

5 1 6 7%

.\, 1 42 ''''-' 7: 88 99%

Table /6. Distribution by.Grade Point Averageb

-Attrited,
Q.P.A. One-Semester Second-Sibester Dismissed Total

3.50 - 4.00

3.00 - 349).

2.50 - 2.99

2.00 - 2.49,

_1.50 1.99

1.00 - 1 x49

1.00
fm'

4ithdractn _

0

0

.

1

4

8

29

1

8

10

14

0

0

0

. a

1

8 .

13

15

1%

9%

15%

17%

11. #

12 1 18 21%

.6 1 11 13%

0 13 15%

1 0 9 10%

52 7 88 101%

-56-
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Table f7. Oistribution.by Sex/Residence

Sex

Hale Female '

One- Second- One- Second- Dismissed
Residence Semester Semester Semester Semester Mae Female Total .%

.. ,
.

Boarded. B -18 3 13 . 3 2 48. 55%. -

Commuted .18- 17 7 2 0 40 46%

19 .. 35 10 17 5 2 . 88 181%
.

54 27
*O.

.

TwolSemester Summary of. Table 17 (less, dismissed)

Total I

Male '54 67% Boarded 43

Female 27 33% Conmuled 38.

81. 100%
4 81

c.

-57-
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Report highlights (Summa.ry)

1. Rates of Attrition

itS
The'rate of one-semester freshman attrition was calculated.

.8;. The rate of second-semester freshman attrition
as calculated as 15.4%,. The rate of two-semester frtshman

attrition was calculated as 22.1%.
S.

The Widener College two-semes'ter,freshmaw rate of attrition
of 22.1% is virtually .equal to the rate of two-semester
freshman attrition f'or all four year colleges and
universities as 'reported in a 1972 American,Council.on
Education publication.

2. -Academic Majors

30% (24 of 81) of those freshmen who elected not to return
for a second semester or a second year indicated Exploratory
Studies (ES) or hiberaT-Arts Undecided (kX) as their academic
programs.

20% 06 of 81) of thbse electing not to return indicated a
major in Management /Applied Ecqnomics. The academic majors
of the remaining 50% (41 of 81) of those freshmen who elected
not to return ware nearly equally distributed among the other
academic centers and .groups.

The seven freshmen dismissed from the college after two
semesters indicated academic majors in 5 of the 7 possible
categories,.

4

Academic Success

19% (4 of 21) of thb one - semester' attrited freshmen achieved
academic success (defined as a cumulative Q.P.A. of 2.0 or
better). This compares with a one-semester rate of academic
success of 69% for all Class of 1978 freOmen.,

65% (33 of 51) of the second-semester attrited freshmen
achieved academic success compared with a two-semester rate
of academic success of 711 cif all Class of _1978 freshmen.

51% (37'of 72) of the two-semester attrited freshmen achieved 4
academic success compared with a two-semester rate of academic
success of 71% of all Class of 1978 freshmen. .

4

4

4

4. Sex /Residence

The percant of male vs. female freshmen who eltcted pdt to
:return fbr a second semester or a second year was virtually
u"al to their percent of the. entire Class of 1978.

G4
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. .

Commuting-freshmen who elected not to return .for a second
semester or a second yeaf% accounted for a slightly greater
percentage than their percentage of the entire Class A

11978.

The seven ,dismissed freshmen were found in 3 cif the 4.
male vs. female, boarder vs. .commuter categories.

5. Special Background Freshmen .

30% (24 of81) of the freshmen who elected not to return
'were admitted as freshmen width "special backgrounds"
(see JOS to ATM memoranda of 2/7/75 and 6/11/75). -

*Special B4ckground" freshmen accounted for 25% of the
Class of 1978.

Five of the seven dismissed freshmen'were "special-back-
ground* freshmen.'

6. Questionnaires

Our standar& non-returning student questionnaire has been
mailed to those Class of 1978 freshmen categorized as
"second- semester attrition" freshmen. ,Results of that
survey wilPbe available.

7. Appendices

Appepdix A lists Class of 1978 freshmen who/elected not
to return after one semester.

Appendix B lists Class of 1978 freshmen who elected not
to return for a third semester.

Appendix C lists Class of 1978 freshmen Tho were dismissed
from the College 'for insufficient academic progress. .

Distribution

President Moll
Dean Arbuckle
Dean Bloom
Mr. Bowlby .

Professor Brown
Mr. Bruce
Mr. Cavin

"ConroyConroy
Dean Dower
Mrs. aarrison
Col.cGieseke

Prbfesior Jenkins
--Dean Kornfield
Dean Landaiche
Professor-L'Armand
Dea.n Lindsley
Dean Meli
Prnfessor Heaves
Dean Rodney
Mr. Smeigh
DAan Woodside
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Appendix A - One SemAte;, Attrition
p

Class of 1978 freshmen mho elected not to return to Widener for
the 1975 'Spring* Semester.

Name LikiEr Q.P.A. Residence C/B

1.33
. C

1.38 B

0.86 ' B

11 C

V C
. C

B

0.50 B

10.50
Bt

.63 C

41
0.20 C

2.50 C

1.88'41i C

If C

2.88 8
0.38 C

0.00 C

1'2.50 C

1.17 .B

.25 C

0.25 C

- 1.63 8
W B

.1,88 B

0.00 C.
.14 C

1.33 ;- t
14 . C

1,50 B

il.
.
. rd - 0

2. g BM
3. an-= ES.
4. on ES
5.

... .

. ES t

6. NU
7. .._ ES
8. -rington EN
9. d . OB

10. s i: HE .

11.
12.

, hia
iatthe w

NU
HH

13.' , . -NO
14. ibert BM
15: tley ES'

16. .eph BM.

17. 1 BX
18. V* EN
19. ! ES

'20. 'Ina NU,
1. NU

22. . liam . ES
23. licholas ES
24. ;las ES
25. lael 0
26. 1 ES
27. .'t BM
.28. i EN
29. :y

A0
NU

tt.

1
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Appendix .8 - Second Semester.A.ttrition

-Class of 1978 frishmen who
a third semeltter.

elected not to return to Widener for

1.

2.

Name t Fluor

,

Q.P.A. Residence C/B

SY
:-ES

2.19
2.56

3. A% 2-t57 B
4. )e ES 1.92
5. :HE* 2.81 B6. .

2.27 C
ES 2.21

8. ;ley BM 2.08 C9.
1.87

10.
W. B

11. BE 3.33. C rfT2. SB 1.81 C13. BM 1.25 B
14. lnie SB 2.69 ' B
15. HL 2.89 C
16. t EN 1.81 C17. ..01, ES 1.73 - B_18.
1 9.

ES
NU

2.20
3.06 B

20. EN, 1.60
21. QB 3.13 C.
22. -HE.. 2.09 B

. 23. ES 3.38 C.
24% BM 8
25. lam BA 2.69 B26. ES 3.47 B
27. th QB 2.31
28. QB 1 :64 B
29.
30.- na

BM
NU

1.21
2..20

C

B
31. 13M 2.88 4

32. a..' NU 2.14 B
33. BA 3.33 B
34. -Sp 1.81
35. EN 1.71
36. yann HH 2.94 B
37. si EN 2.80
38. ES 1.31 B
39. BX 2436
40.

Awe AX.s 3.25
41.'

-42.
AX
NU

1.64
1.70

43. , y Hp 1.81
44.. . QB 1.36
45. hsan 'AX 1.44, G.
46. HE 1.,33 C ""Ar)47, HH 3.07 B .

48. eth -ES 2.46
49. es EN.

SB
2.38
3.8151 BM / 2.88 C.

52.. s) nn B

8 7
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Appendix
.1,"

:Class of ,1978 fr#shmen who were
progress after two semesters.

Name.

1

-1

- Dismissed 4

.dismissed yor insufficient academic

*

,Major 124 s

-3,Resiliefice,C/B.

QP 1.17
0.88

BE 0.82
Rir 0.50
BM' 1.50
NH ND. 55

EN 0.82
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TWES Of ATTRITION STUDIES
-

4
,,
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...44

METHODOLOGY SNAPSNORT STUDIES .
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INSTITUTIONAL DATA
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.., .
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-

-

/

ti
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.

I
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I
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persistence charactepriffer of
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4
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istervieve) completed by'
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-
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. .

'

. -

Relatively steeple and tax-
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. information.

.

'
.

'
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in such s ray that their nit-
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Data are relatiAtly easy%to
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group of "high risk" studeara
lobo can then be contacted is
an attempt to assess their

.

needs and to provide possible
&existence.

.

. '
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I .

.
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concerning student act!-
trades, heir perception .,
of the isseitertioe, their
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persistiog,stedeats ear
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.
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. ,
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=aim DATA EN CIS

FOR
Lascribrium-STUDT DATA BASE

I

CORE .1170IMAT/011 (FLUB LEGTH)

I.D. Number ' -Ottial Entry Codes Prior School (B.S. or Coil.) Current Active/InactiveUwe Yr. & Sen. of Entry Highest Prior Decree Current College
See 100,, Entry Code Major Prior to Boston University Current Degree
Racial Origin Tr. of Crsd. Class Entrance Test Type Current Major
Dein of Birth Original College Entrance Test Scores Current Fir Tine
Bebe Zip Code Original Degree Pros. # Trassf. Units Accepted Current Coatis. Code
foreign Student Original Major CPI for Tress!. Units Current Class

10:1:1:1 Fin. Aid Appl
Religious Code

lj.S. or Undergrad. Rank
or Undergrad. GP/

Current Fin. Aid APpli

+0.

Most Recent Marital St.
Host Recent Resid. Code
Most Recent Proj. Grad.
Cum. Units (Credits)
Cue. CPI
No. of Semesters on File
No. of Courses on File
Reason for Tereinstiamm-

Degree Awarded
Date of Degree-'

o.
METIERS (VAR/ABLE LENGTH) ARRAY

Tr. 4 See. Date
1"of lit Course
iof'Coarses_In See.

Coil. of
Degree
Major

et. ActivefInsctive Code
TIP Ilse Code
Coatis. Cade

COUISES-(VARIABLE Wan) ARRAY

Tr.. & See. of Course Coarse # Cattalos No. of Caere!

(Co11.7Dept.Course) .

POO 70

, At

Class Standing
(Fr., So., ...)

A.ppl. for Fin. Aid

Assessed Need,

Total Aid
1

of Dela (Credits)
Cisde in Course

College of Course

P

Office of Analytical StudieV
Boston University

:October 1977
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. Steps In RUrn4ng a
Student Cohort Survival Study

. .

1. Historical StudentData Base is updated each semeater by
merging it with Admissions and Registration Files.

2. Extract of Data Elements of Interest is made for the Cohort
to be studied. This beccaes the smaller working file.

3. Codes elated to the status of the students are checked and
cleaned up 'where, necessary.

4. Attritianftalastence statistics are derived for the entire
Cohort as wellas selected subgroups, such as Cohorts in
the various colleges. ".

5. Intraunivergity Transfer pitterns along the colleges are
derived..

ir

6. Steps 2-5 are repeated for all. Cohort groups under study.

-65- I-
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'4RGAlit ORAL PERRECTIVES ON SPACE UTILIZATION
AND "nisriurriont RETRENCHMENT )

Carla Jackson

Rampahire College

The utilization 'of space promises to become an increitsingly important .

issue for colleges and univirsities confronted by theyroipict of retrench -

sent necessitated by changing demographic and environmental circumstances.

Previously widespread activities directed"toward the construction of

additional facilities to accommodate expansion of student enrollments

and academic programs will be supplanted by efforts to balance declining

student numbers, financial revenues, and personnel resources with the.

efficient-utilization of inipitutional.facilities. Some attention has

already been focused .on costImZioient approaches to facilities utilize-

tion with declining resources, particularly in terms of debt, energy, and
t,

maintenance expenditures (Brown, 1977; Kaiser, 1977) but less consideration
0

has apparently been accorded to the organizational implic ons of space

utilization for the'imstitution., This paper represents an effort to

delineate sole of thesd.latter organizational issues and to suggest a

simple but comprehensive approach to their cons ideration.
, .

A fundamental organizational issue facing colleges and universities*

inVolved inOirenchment efforts relates to the messages which are carried

by the use, assignment, and condition of space. These messages are con-.-

veyed,b3fIthe configuration of space use.to those both within-and outside

the organization, and they relate to the institution as A social system and

//
to a person's position within the system (Steele, 19/7,1; Ashcraft and Scheflen,

1970). Such spatial communications provide symbolic information in" terms of

size of space allocation, location of assignment, and condition of surroundings.

1 .
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Host institutions of higher education have in the past given some

attention to spatial, messaw_about themselves, perhaps most notably with

egard to the sPace.alidCatians_for their admissions offices. Host colleges

universities attempt to make the admissions office an attractive,

acious setting for prospective applicants and theif pareflts, because this

ffice is'an initial°, concrete point of contact-betspen them and the insti-

tutiod. The impression that potential students take away from this setting

may well color their9decision aboutiapplyingto or matriculating at a

particuar institution. This can be contrastedethe spatial situation

of most inancial aid offices, which are tradi onally assigned to less

desirable °cations and smaller spaces than aadmissions offices. The finan-

cial'aid office.is generally less visible to outsiders than ii3"the admissions

t.

office and is largely involved in serving, rather than recruiti9g, students.

The messages which outsiders take away with them from this office is less

crucial to the institution thah'ihe communication which Lai, be received frOm

the admissions office.

As institutions become involved in retrpnchment efforts, the messages

conyeygd by space may became increasingly potent to those both within and

outside the organization and these communications should accordingly be

glyen some 6onsid Aion by those involved in the assignment of instituti.onal

space. The eaters rs of buildings, the condition of landscaping, and the

maintenance of'interiors are some variables which a college or university
. ,

may considA in asking itself the following questions:. what messages about

the institution are conveyed by a commitment to a certain level of maintenanc9

is this communication congruent with yhat the Institution would like to say

about itself? when is it invent to devote resources to sustaining an

acceptable level of building maintenance and when is it desirable to let
.

a buildiig become dilapidated or rooms go unpainted? are there ciicumstanCes

fn which a spatial image of decline or decay may be acceptably? The answers
. .

.

which,an institution will develop, to these questions will depend upon the

balancing of financ al resources and organizational consideratiOns, and they

will undoubtedly al(o reflect its particular history and ciseumsiances.
4 _-

Another potentially important message conveyed by space relates to the
6

use of offices vacated bOpersonnel reductions.
v

These pffice ppacep may
-

serve as reminders to those within the organization'that it is operating with
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limited resources and that their'positions might be the next to be eliminated.

An institution will again have to ask itself some basic questions: should 4

vacated space's be left empty? can remaining personnel and units be reas-

signed to or consolidated in other locations? can vacated spaces be used

for alternative purpdges by the institution? The answers to such questions

as these will of course have to be balmiced with cost considerations, but

the importance of the spatial messages conveyed by them to those within the

institution is undeiaiable.

A Second organizational issue_to be confronted in assesstng the impact

of retrenchment upon space utilization relates to.the institution's vision

and experience of what can and cannot be done with space. An institution's
,

space utilization practices are largely determined b assumptions about

how space'should be used.and by norms about how it has been used. Often

these are the ptoduct. Of-how the physica resources of a campus have been

developed, espedially where buildings have been added gradually to the

facilities isvedtory and have been assigned on an ad hoc basis. The

exigencies of Instletutienal.retrenchment may provide an opportunity-to ref-

examine the total configlimaktion of space on a carpus and to determine how its

use might he improved in financial and'organizetional terms, regardless of

determinants of space assignments.

Some of an institution's basic_assumptiaap about space assignments may

be reevaluated. Does each fadulty member really need a private office? are

there(alternative'arrangements which wouldeprovide faculty with space for

peeting with students and for scholarly research? would open office land-
.

scaping be more efficient than private offices for some administrat4Fe

functions and would this reduce facilities expenditures in the long run? are

there sufficient shared meeting spaces to provide for necessary communi-

cation among faculty, administration,, and students? An institution need

not be cloSed into certain space arrangements simely because they reflect

the way things have always been done; and cost considerations relating to

retrenchment render some re-examination of space assignments extremely

`important. An example of different approach to space utilization can be

drawn from the aferience of The Evergreen State College in Washington State;

although it was not necessitated by institutional retrenchment but by

institutional philosophy. Instead of making assiinments based Upon seniority'

or department, faculty members are rotated among offices on a-year-by-year
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basis, The sight of faculty members pushing trolleys with their belongiPgs

around'campns is a common sight each fall at Evergreen (Ehrmann, 1977). This

is not to suggest that other institutions shonl4 necessarily follow the

example of Evergreen, but that they should consideraalternative types of

and possibilities for space arrangemants.

Many inititutiong have also been the victims of their own labelling

with 'regard to roam utilization categories. Classifications of space, such

as classroom, Office,.and laboratory, are generally used not as descriptive

terns but. as inflex4 ible imperatives. Aamirtedly, what can be done with some

types of space is limited,hy strhaural and cost considerations, but some

facilities are more flexible than often believed. Itis important to assess

.,what the. organization needs and how. it can be accomplished, using space.as

efficiently andcreatively as posgible. For example, a vacant classroom

. can be transformed into a needed advising Center office by the substitution

Of some readily available'furniture. This type of,analysis involves ignoring

the initial labels of rooms and looking at space in the context of real needs.:

and possibilities, and it provides for flexibility which may be particularly

necessary in a period of retrenchment.

A third organizational issue relating to the spatial implications of

institutional retrenchment is the possibility of fulfilling previously unmet

space needs. Few institutions of higher education have ever had sufficient .

faCilities to meetall.expresied space needs or to solicit new requests for

assignments; bu4 the potential availability of space from activities which

have been 'reduced Cr eliminated also preserits some possibilities for the
.

institution. This may provide.an opportunity to raise some of the funds-

mental issues relating to the goals of the institution and how these lace

been or could be expressed in spatial terms; it may represent ajuncture at

which to. ask where the institution has,come from and where it is going and

1 to discuss the implications these issues for facilities utilization.

An example of fhe poss Weies for fulfilling unmet space needs can

be drawn from the experience of Hampshire, College. Prior to the opening

of the College in 1970, two planning documints were prepared which included

specific recommendations about space relating to the Resign assumptions of

the College {Barber et al., 1958; Patterson and Longiworth, 1966), Some of

iathese plans for facilities were actually implemented, such as the creati
.

of a house system for student, residences; others were attempted but late
4.

r

4
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abandoned, such as the effort to intersperse.faculey offices by school; and

others have not been tried because of space limitations, such as providing

office.space for upper division students. It is spatial objectives such as

this last possibility, which seem congruent -.-"th...the institution's initial

vision of itself bat:which have remained untried because Of the constraints

of facilities availability. The provision of spice for upper division

students is one instance where Hampshire could use facilities which might

vcaied.by other functions, yarAcularly if it provides a means for

impraangthe quality of life for students within the cost constraints

imposed by retrenchment. Most' institutions of higher eduction piobably

have s rly unsatisfied space needs which could be fulfilled by the use

of :vacartd space, if they will examine their particular institutional history

. and vision.

In addressing the organizational issues relating to the impact of

institutional retrenchment on space utilization, a coliege'or university'
should attempt to evelop a coherent framework for collecting facilities

information, lamming space utilization, and delegating resnsibility for

space administration:

Development of a Facilities Information System. attempt to axamine the

organizational,issues involved in space utiliza won with decreasing resources

should be predicated upon a comprehensive s -tem for the collection, main-,

tenance, and retrieval of information a-t institutional facilities. Two

types pf information about institutional facilities should be included in a

space information,system.

One type of data relates to traditional statistics on square footage

-and
.

room use, which providt a basis for some internal institutional decision-

makinvabout space and the informationnecessary tp complete federally-

mandated-facilities reports (see Wood, 1970). Althopgh such infsmatIon

can be manually maintained, a computerized system provides for flexibility

and retrteva1ility, and

attached. Perhaps most

tional space, providing

zatianal unit, nuMberof

Severaltypes of reports

some examples of possible computerized reports are

im ortant is a roam-by-room inventory of institu-

orma ion about room name, rood type, organi-

stations, and net area (followirig Romney, 1974).
. -

can be readily prepared from this basic data,

incl.:Wing space utilization by room tylA and room utilization by program

4
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classification and by building. In addition, other types of.analyies can

be prepared as needed, such=as space allocations by administrative unit,
4P.

faculty office assignments by school or department, and schecNiediclassroom

space utilization (Jackson,.1977a)i. This type of data defines tbs spatial

parameters within which it is necessary to operate and provides a-framework'
.

for-comparatiVe analysis of space allocations within the institution.

- '

A second type of information about institutional facilities is con-

cerned with the actual, in contrast to.the assigned, use of space, and it

is a necessary supplement to the "hard" data'in providing a comprehensive

underbtanding.of space utilization: One way of collecting such information

is for administrators involved in making facilities allocations to get aLt

on their campuses on a regular basis to look at how space is being used, '

The floor plans and the room inventories which an institution maintains are

reflections of formal understandings about space, bulc Aften thipresent an

inaccurate or incomplete PiCture of actual space use. For example, obser-

vation may reveal a space which has been assigned as a classroom but from

which furniture has disappeared, indicating that it is probably not function-

ing as assigned, or a previously open student lounge area on which a lock

-1--

has been installed, suggesting the exercise of proprietary rights over the

space by some group or individual. This is not the type of* information

which is readily available except by direct observation. Where the aetUal

utilization of a particular*space is.in question, it may be useful to con-

du& an informal survey of room use. This can be accomplished by selecting

a number of random tines -at which to observe the use of. the space, probably

several times daily over a'period of a week or two, and hiring a student

war ker to go to the room at the selected times to observe what is occurring

-there and how many persons are involvdd. Another. informal source of imfor-
.

mation about space use which can be particu ily valuable is tjhe custodial

staff of the institlition, because they usually have reliable i ormation-

ahout the.us e of space,'eitherby Observing it directly in the arse of

their work or indirectly in terastoi maintenance requirements. Taken

together with more traditional-information about the use of space, these
T I.

types of,informal data provide a comprehensiv perspective on the.use of

institutional facilities.
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Planning for.Space Utilization. Wh/le it seems apparent that the exigencies

of institutional retrenchment demaqd planning with fegard to the cost effec-

tiveness of facilities, utilization, it should be noted that planning is

equally necessary in considering organizational issues relating to space

/ use in a period of declining resources. Planning in this context means

/1 the specification of approaches to the attainment ordesired objectives;, it

involves the articulation of goals and Ode discussion
4-
ct .Ntswoto achieve them.

The planning process should involve the Fonsideration of what messages about

the institution are conveyed by space, of new and cteative w4'
_

s to use spabe,,

and of possibilities for fulfilling previously unmet s'pacc needs. The process

of planning should give direction for the assignment of institutional space,

by prollidiqg and defining objectives for facilities use and by articulating
. - .

e
_

the environmental and organizational constraints on space allocations (see

Bednis, 1973). .../

A collective vision of desired goals for space.atiliiation seems par-
, 4

ticularly important for an institution involved in retrenchment efforts
.

where there may be considerable po tential for change. It seems particqiarlx
e.

important to provide for the inclusion of various institutional subunits in

the space,planning process, esmcially where they are directly affected by
%..

modification's in space assfgnments,. It should'be remembered that with space

planning, as with other types of inatitutional/P lanning, "...if the pro-
.

. .cedure through which a planning systemis implemented violates the principles
.1$

of participation on which the system is based, the'conseo nce cOn °Ay be%

f°rejection and informal resistance among those affetted"" kichardson et al.,

1977). The planning process should allOw for those concerned to articulate

'their interests and to have them Considered by the institution.

The timing of space planning. should also be giN;an somi attention. It

seems essentialto undertake planning efforts in advance of the anticipated
% .

.

implementation of space changes, but how long in advaqice.will depend upon
4

. the particular needs of the institution, the ilability of relevant infor-

mation., and theme planning norms of the ganizA . Planning should b e

'timed to allow for consultation with affected users of space and for con-

sideration of alternative perspectives; it should be conducted without the

appearance of a crisis-like atmosphere, which'isloften associated

creased financialand organizational costs.
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-gesponsibility,for Space Administration., Although it is important to

involve potenti users of facilities in space planning, it is /11so neces-
.

gary to delegate r ponsibility for the administration of space-to the

incumbents'of certain positions within the organizitioh. Delegation of

responsibility provides for the -Potential development of e*pertise by gone
ye'

addinistretors in dealing with space James and for the consideration of

space.requests in the context of overall institutiolikscedce needs. Those

involvdd with space administration should be able to weigh some of the

coaflicting demands for space, provide concrete informatron about facili-a
.

.

ties.utilization, minimize the application of particularistic criteria in

space decisions; and negotiate conflicts about space assignments. There

are a number of organizational models which could fulfill theie require -
-,- .

tents, ama an individual institution is probably best suited to select the
.

model Which will meet its particular needs while batisfying these general

conditions. However, any organizational model. which is selected should
lit

%

include at least one senior administrator in'the decision-making process,

',*in recognitOn,of the overall importance of space utilization questions and

',because unresolved space issues are frequen, y appealed upward

/
the

hierarchy. Under these circumstances, some exgertise in the a r ea of space

'utilization is essential at the highegt le els of the institution as well

as for those involved with day-to-day space adiinistration.

Aqinal*example may serve to eaphasize. thilsignificance of organize -

tional issues in space utilization and thirneed to develop institutional

mechanisms far their consideration. Founded in 1933 as an experimenting

institution in North Carolina, BlaCk Mountain College was initially housed

in summer camp facilitieg leasd from a religious organization. Each spring

. the college was literally packed away to prepare for the summer campers and

'each-falk it was recondtiUcted after their departure. After. several years

in this location, the Collige obtained financing to construct its own campus

a short distance away from the original site. However, many of the students.

and faculty found this move to be somewhat less than completely successful.

The. newwfaLinties seemed less archiieeturalli unified than the camp.:

buildings, the physical setting was closer to distracting influences than

the 'old location, the excitement -of reconstructing the campus each fall

80
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was lost, and some of the experimenting vision of the institution wasSi
destroyed (Dube 1973). Although many institutions will be moving *C".

the opposite di ction from the Black Mountain of the thirties, in
.

con-
' ..

.
_

tracting rather An expanding theii facilities, the Black Mpuatein
.

.

experi -

ence suggests impor.tance of space utilization to how an
%

instieution
'-'

. -views itself.
"".cesel`.

t,
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121VESTIdATING THE STRUCTURE OF FACULTY WORK WITH CLUSTER ANALYSIS

Daniel L. Kagan

Amherst, MA

Resource allocation, and academic planning ten to !copsider academic

discipline as the basic unit of dnalysis.1-Althougl BampshiretCollege has .

interdiscipIinagy,SchdOld-rather than r.ngle7didcipliaary departments,

disciplinary, considerations still 'are critically important. Demands for

additional faculty in various disciplines-exceed the available resources for AP

contract renewal and new hiring. With Hampshire's interdisciplinarytchools
4

and the possibility for cross-disciplinaiz faculty interaction, the question
.40L

was raised whether School and disciplanary`boundaries actually represented

the structure of Collegiate programs and faculty w?rk, or whether another

unit of analysis would be more appiopriate.

.0.
To'address this question, a cluster analysis of factiltyAnteraction. on

student learning contracts was conducted. Such student initiated, faculty

approved learning contracts (officially termed Divisional FrarlirPtions) are
-

the sole measure of acadehic progress atHampshire. In.effect, each student

designs with faculty advice his/her awm 'curricular program. Although courses

are
. offered, they are ungraded and students raeive no credit for courses.

,On upper division contracts (roughly compailbie to junior and senior- years),

these must' be at least twofifacj.ulty examiners.k Students freely choose which

a

5'

,

faculty they wish on their contracts; faculty ray accept or refuse to serve o n

a student's Pygraination committee. Thus, faculty paxticipation on learning..

contracts is a quite dikect aid valid representati of the structure of the

enacted academic program of the College.

4z,

iv .
Trine Homer and,, Bob Gunter of the University of Massachusetts Computing

center helped encourage the Hampshire College data tapes Into and through the

F- UMass computer; Carla Jackson provided the Cumulative Teaching*FTedats; Rich
-.. Alpert initiated this line of-inquiry;"and Adele Durham skillfully assisted

with the preparation of this.report.
%.

Repbrt fR17, presented at the Fourth Annual Meeting of the North, East Associa-
tion for Institutional Research,-Durham, NH, VVAOctober 1977. ,.
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- 'As of12 March 1976 the Collegeld official computer record listed 1306

complet&d ..tip er'Division ExamiOatioffs. Due to initial computer program

limitations,' n1.y,98 faculty names could be cluaterid. However, th ese 98

names accounted for 92% of eiam'chairpersonships; omitted were faculty with

'short term apPointments at thedeoliele..

- A computer prgrgm onmum) l'441Wiltten by the,,author.to construct a

98 by 98 matrix,,,to search the file-of-completed examinations; and'to tally

within the matrix the nuMbet of times each faculty pair served together pa

an Examination Committee. This matrix became re source data for the cluster

analysis piograt BMDP2M (Dixon, 1975).
.

_ A clus ter analysis'can be seen as a statistical, procedure for dividing,

,a group of people into successively smaller blusters, and evetually into

,'individuals. (Actualli, 'the statistical procedure is the opposite. It

starts with individuals, and amalgamates them into.larger,and larger clusters.

In thInking about the'results of cluster analysis, horseer, .1 have found it
,-helpful to think of the total group being Ns-amalgamated into smaller

clusters.) For a 'group of 49

oration: the Pirst level will

level will contain two groups,

septLiate

people, there will be 49 levels of dis-amalga-

cdnqiin one group=of.49 peop, the secend'
4r

and the forty-ninth level will contain the

The full cluster analysis of 98'faculty is rather complicated. An

abridged'clusteNnalysis is discussed here for ease of,camprehension and

presentation. This abridged analtsis includes half'the faculty of the full

cluster analysis, those having more than 25 examinations'.

RESULTS

Descriptive names-for the clustered groups for 1 to 7 levels of

dis-amalgamation of, the abridged cluSteranalysis'are presented in Table 11.

The second level dis-amalgamation indicates that if the Tadulty.were to >

' "be divided into*two groups on the basis of collaboration on upper division

eibminations, the those rwo'groups would 'be th e School of HUMenities and .

Arts on the one hand-, and the rest of the ,fatitetty on the other. The next

Abst separate group Is-the School of atural.Scienced- Natural Science
#

Jo N 'resists dis-Adalgemation for -seven levels, but then divides into two groups.
.
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(This shows-in Table2, but not in Table I.) There appears to be no clear
4

disciplinary distinction between these two Natural Science groups, the dif-

feienceappearsto-be more one of style. A strong interdisciplinary cluster

is that of Photography and Anthropology; a combination unexpactad by theI ..

traditional uses of each discipline but understandable when considering
,

-
.

.Hampshire's photographic perspectives. language and Communication does not_

cluster as a School. Their smaller size contributes to this but a stronger
./factor is their cieer interdisciplTnary collabor ion.r,

.
.

,

The aVridged cluSter analysis idsdicates that some of the major group-

ings of faulty in terms of their actual cqllaboration on upper division

Ati, examinations dotfollow School and discipliinary lines. This need not be the

-` result of a cluster analysis. Faculty could have clustered in groups defihed

by their length of time at the College, by teaching style, by political

orientation, or by other less easily desir/bed Chaiacteristics.

Table 2 presents the complete abridged clustef analysis for 49 faculty/

The format of this cluster analysis is inverted from the "family tree".format

of Table 1. The first torivontai line at the ttom af Table 2 connects the

two'nodes of the second level ofdis-amalpmIcion. All,tice vertical and

horizontal lineS'exteshding from the right end_ of that first -line Otfie one

of the two grdUps of the second level of ais-amalgamation.' Following the

lines from that right end, like a maze to therop'Of the table, yields faculty

member code numbers and disciplines from 33-Literature to 29-Ysf,t, that is the

Hamaaties and.Arts-cluster. This (vertical) format of the ciusrer'analysis

is a good one for seeing and defining clusterd at various levels df die-

?amalgamation.,

the
_54

Table 3 presents e pane abtidged ciusteanalysis in a different
. .

(horizontal) format. This formal is better for seminethe relationship of

individuals within clusters: ,

A

The full cluster analysis of 98 faculty found tht tomesof the major

groMpings of faculty in tetos of their actual'collaboration did'followSthool

and disciplinary lines. Some faCtslty members are not sharply separated from
, .

theft colleagues, but others do form clearly identifiably clusters by diSqi-

gine. Mathematics, physics,-and economics,form fairly easily defined

discipline groups. *btiser_groups are harder to describe. Faculty few

exams May be"paied" alog-with other faculty with many' examd, some faculty
- 4

may collaborate with aovide range of other faculty: b4ty make description
- .

of some clusters harder. L

)

lt 92.
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In addition to ease of description, clusters may be termed'tighter or

broader. Referring to Table 1, Natural Science may be termed a tight cluster,
v e

whereas the social Aciencesform much broader clusters. Whether a tight. .

. _

cluster is desirable Is a"matterdof criteria and interpretation. A tight

'cluster 6f.several faCUltyfprobably indicates the,existence of a colleagua1
4

support group..toWever, a faculty member ina tight cluster may:nothe

engaging in.as.much interdisciplinary examination activity as masItoiled in

initial College 1;olicyl(Patterson & Longsworth, 1966). Faculty with high

rates' of completed exams per cuiulaatreteaching FTE btrt a tight -

.cluster ar c tributitg toward interdisciplinal)Y work of students, but are

probably also sufferitigisothe strain fvom'iadk of colleagual support.

Preparation of 98 by 98 matrix of faculty collaboration tallies
. ..

permitted additional analyses Of faculty work iadices. Roth the number of*

exams chaired and.the number of committee membershias are highly correlated
k

with the totalimumber of exams completed: r=0.139 and 0.88. However, chair-.

.personships and membership's are 6nly.moderately correlated with one another,

r=0.56, accounting for a third of the V6iiance. Noreover, the number of

exams Completed is only slightly correlated with the adjusted cumulative

teaching FTE,'r=0.34, accounting for only a tenth of the variation in total

exams completed. Clearly, other factors contribute toward faculty service

ofwiper-division exams besides length of time at the _College cit.eformaly
-devoted towards teaching.

DISCUSSION-

. OrganIzationai and policy analyses generally usere-established7

categories focusing. on 'the formal structure for analysis. While this is

often sufficient, a different picture might emerge with analyses including

informal social,reletions or dei/e/opiagmpiricallY out of the behavioial

data of the organization (cf. Calder, Rowland, & leblebici, .1976; Grose, -

1976; Jones "& Young, 1972).1

Cluster analyils may be used to investigate the Structure of many_5treas

of college.or university life. It reflects the actual, enacted choices DE

students or faculty rattier than the formal structure of.- policy or traditioti.

Analysis Of facult'interaction on doctoral_dissertations would indicate the

extent of faculty service-beyond the home /department.- .Analysis of student

courses would indicate the curriculum clusters actually enacted, at the

college. Analysis of faculty interaction may also be used as a guide for ,

faculty.and organization development programs.

84-

I
93-



4

I.

REFERENCES-

0".

6114 Bobby J.:'Kendritil M. Rowland; :& Huseyin.Leblehici. The use of. -
..: - r

.
0:

..scaling and pluster techniques is investigating the social structure.P" . . . . . .

of organizations. In-Ralph H.Jilmahn, Louii.R. Pondy, & Dennis P.

.Sl.evin (Eds.),Tlie managaqint of organization deqgn: Research and
. -

, -

methodology, v. 2.. New YorkY Elsevier North- Holland;' 1976..

1

Dixon,'ILJT(Ed4:UNDP:'Biomadical computer programs. Berkeley, CA:.

.--
Unfiversity of California Press,1975.-

.
.

%At

Grose-, Rdhert.' The, use o1 acadedic.histories'in-decis-lbn making. Rational .
. . .

decision baking and political realities: The role o1 institutional

research. 'Papers from the third annual meeting sfche,North East
. -

.

;Association for Institutional RegearCh, 1976.
.

1
Jones, Lawrence E. & Forrest W. , Young. 'StruCture of a social environment:,

Ltongitudinal_individual differences scaling of an'fhtsfct group. Journal
of personality andsocial psychology, 24, 1, 104t121, 1972.

Pat;4rsOn, F. & C.R. Longswerth. The making-of a college. Cambridge, MA: -

MIT Press, 1966. ;t,

t 4

9.4

40

I

4

1'

1..


